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All earlier revolutionary appropriations were restricted; individuals, 
whose self-activity was restricted by a crude instrument of production and 
a limited intercourse, appropriated this crude instrument of production, 
and hence merely achieved a new state of limitation. Their instrument of 
production became their property, but they themselves remained subordi-
nate to the division of labour and their own instrument of production. In 
all expropriations up to now, a mass of individuals remained subservient 
to a single instrument of production; in the appropriation by the proletari-
ans, a mass of instruments of production must be made subject to each in-
dividual, and property to all. Modern universal intercourse can be con-
trolled by individuals, therefore, only when controlled by all. 
(Marx and Engels 1845/1970, 93.) 
Interactivity is not something that happens. In a mediated environment it is produced. 
The actors – the producer, audience, media and devices – become nodes in a complex 
network of action, reaction and feedback. A converging media landscape opens up an 
abundant variety of options for interactivity production. The audience is given unfore-
seen opportunities to participate in media production – to create new media. It seems 
odd that some 160 years ago Marx and Engels predicted this turn in history. Modern 
universal intercourse of production is the characteristic of converged, networked media 
production of the 21st century.  
1.1 From cave drawings to social media 
The study of interactivity has always been one driven by technology. While it is hard to 
see past the most recent technological breakthroughs, it always seems as hard to re-
member behind the last couple of remarkable inventions. “One of the common features 
of many technocultural discourses is their lack of historical consciousness. History eva-





Sadly, the major recent interaction studies adopt a strict definition of interactivity. This 
definition only incorporates technology or even computer mediated interaction, namely 
within the new media. Although interactivity is identified as a process-related construct 
about communication in general, researchers argue that most interactive experiences are 
associated with technologically mediated environments (Rafaeli 1997, Kiousis 2002, 
McMillan 2002b). These arguments are used to validate the framing, which leaves out 
traditional face-to-face communication. However, the model of interpersonal communi-
cation is usually regarded as the ideal of interaction (Durlak 1987, Kiousis 2002). 
What begun with interpersonal communication hundreds of thousands of years ago 
slowly developed with the advancements of media into interactivity that spans space 
and time. Cave drawings were the first step towards mediated interactivity. Soon after 
came writing. Together with first papyrus, then paper and the finally printing press, 
writing revolutionized the idea of communicating. Newspapers and letters to the editor 
were perhaps the first media to offer mass audience interactivity – although not with a 
very fast response time.  
Surprisingly it took a while before interactivity reached the old new media. Radio talk 
shows began airing in New York as late as the mid 1940s but soon developed into lis-
tener request lines and chitchat on air about the weather, sports, and other topics (Hume 
2003). Talk shows on the radio were the first form of mediated interactivity that could 
offer a real-time feedback experience to the participants. 
The debatable beginning of interactive television followed in the mid 1950s. The chil-
dren’s show Winky Dinky and You featured the adventures of a cartoon character who 
needed help from the viewers. Children were supposed to draw, for example a parachute 
on a special transparent sheet, and then place it on the television screen in order to save 
the hero from crashing to the ground. Call-ins reached television in 1959 and the first 
interactive movie where the audience was able to affect the dramatic arc of the piece 
was aired at the Montreal Expo’67. (Gawlinski 2003, Hales 2005.)  
While old media requires other media to be able to produce a two-way, interactive 





technologies like the Internet and computer gaming include these features by nature. 
Murray (1998, 71) defines digital environments as procedural, participatory, spatial, and 
encyclopedic. He notes that “the first two properties make up most of what we mean by 
the vaguely used word interactive” (ibid.). Digital media was the breakthrough of inter-
activity.  
The latest booming concept of interactive media systems is the blurry idea of social 
media. By definition, social media is not as new an idea as commonly portrayed; even 
the most sophisticated applications simply incorporate online tools of interaction similar 
to the interpersonal communication that has been available for over a decade with for 
example location based data from mobile handsets. The enormous success and availa-
bility of social media services is what makes the concept interesting. And the fact that it 
is a textbook example of media convergence. 
1.2 Converging media markets 
Media convergence is a relatively new concept. It was probably first introduced 1983 by 
Ithiel de Sola Pool with Technologies of Freedom. Henry Jenkins calls mr. Pool The 
Prophet of Convergence (2006, 10). Pool (1983) describes “convergence of modes” that 
blur the lines between media, converging point-to-point communications, such as the 
post, telephone and television, and mass communications, such as press, radio and tele-
vision. Pool’s sketch of the production mode of converging media was quite accurate: 
A process called the ‘convergence of modes’ is blurring the lines between 
media … A single physical means – be it wires, cables or airwaves – may 
carry services that in the past were provided in separate ways. Conversely, 
a service that was provided in the past by any one medium – be it broad-
casting, the press, or telephony – can now be provided in several different 
physical ways. So the one-to-one relationship that used to exist between a 
medium and its use is eroding. (Ibid., 23) 
The other side of convergence is divergence. Hannu Nieminen (1999) explains diver-





speaking, devices. Although convergence and divergence sound like competing ideas, 
they are in fact different facets of the same phenomenon. Since Pool, we have had per-
sonal computers, mobile communications and the Internet. In the introduction of Con-
vergence Culture, Henry Jenkins (2006, 2) welcomes the reader to “where old and new 
media collide, where grassroots and corporate media intersect, where the power of the 
media producer and the power of media consumer interact in unpredictable ways.” Yet, 
the initially common understanding of media convergence meant only distributing the 
same content through different channels. This is often understood to equal convergence 
journalism. The earliest explorations into media convergence were done by giant con-
glomerates trying to harness the power of convergence into control over media, making 
more profit by using less resources and extending advertising possibilities. In the last 
decade, a one-way top-down understanding of media convergence has proved to be 
inefficient and unsuccessful in many terms. (Ketterer et al. 2004, Jenkins & Deuze 
2008, Erdal 2009.) 
With the emergence of even more new media technologies and innovations of use, me-
dia production has had to face a paradigm shift that the success of applications like so-
cial media has brought forth. The process is ongoing, as media is always being reshaped 
and these new technologies are finding their form and place of use. Pool did predict a 
prolonged period of transition: “Convergence does not mean ultimate stability or unity. 
It operates as a constant force for unification but always in dynamic tension with 
change” (Pool 1983, 53). The road so far has not been easy. Early two-way cable televi-
sion experiments and WAP are global examples of costly failures where price, demand 
and availability (of technology) never collided. The converged distribution of news 
through multiple channels had a decade of battle for survival before finding a balance 
for business.  
The unsuspected winners of media convergence include reality-TV and viral Web vide-
os, which both promote intimately converged media concepts and a very high level of 





1.3 Interactivity today 
Mark Deuze (2007, 247) portrays current, participatory media as “an environment 
where consuming media increasingly includes some kind of producing media, and 
where our media behavior always seems to involve some level of participation, co-
creation and collaboration”. Interactivity can no longer be defined with a simple math-
ematical formula of message, response and counter-response the way Rafaeli described 
earlier (1988). Jenkins (2006) argue that experiments with simple interaction on TV 
shows, like quizzes appearing on the bottom of the screen, have proven to be uninterest-
ing – audiences want to participate in the production. Jenkins uses the reality series 
American Idol and Survivor as examples of the massive mobilization of audience into 
participatory production.  
By Rafaeli’s definition, for “full interactivity to occur, communication roles need to be 
interchangeable: role assignment and turn-taking are to be nonautomatic or nearly so.” 
(1988, 111.) Participatory media productions offer the audience an innovative way of 
taking part in delivering the final product. The audience truly feels that they are in con-
trol of production, affecting the outcome of the show. The audience have become script 
writers, directors and producers.  
1.4 Solutions for production 
Although Jenkins (2006) builds a solid case for what he calls “asynchronous participa-
tion” as the most recent mode of media interaction, it can be easily argued that partici-
pation is heavily controlled and, even more so, produced. The broadcast model of tradi-
tional mass media and economic pressures force the producers to employ all possible 
control in order to be able to create a working environment for production. Consequent-
ly, all interaction within mass media is more or less produced top-down. Yet, converg-
ing media is almost by nature interactive because of all the mediums it utilizes. So it can 
be said that media convergence promotes produced interactivity.  
The short and rocky history of media convergence has shown that not all applications of 





level of true interactivity has proven to be the key to many triumphs. The hypothesis 
hence is that better use of media convergence and an understanding of different medi-
ums offer more possibilities for interaction and participation. More interaction and the 
feeling of true opportunities to affect production would then result in a bigger audience. 
The problem is how interactivity is actually produced in real life, what does it take for 
interactivity to happen? People will not automatically find a new Web site with a forum 
and start contributing. As with all basic media productions, there must be a target audi-
ence and interesting content for that audience to consume. It is not guaranteed either 
that everyone wants to take part and participate. People have different levels of motiva-
tion. A successful convergence production should be able to meet the demands of all the 
levels of motivation and use them accordingly to the production’s advantage.  
1.5 Networks of interaction 
Ideas where the members of the audience and producers become equal nodes in the 
production process remind greatly of network models with mutual interaction. Social 
media and other applications of the Internet age are easily understood by the means of 
network theories, but these theories should not be overlooked as descriptive of the 
whole media convergence trend. 
Actor-network theory, most prominently developed by French sociologists Bruno 
Latour and Michel Callon, presents an advanced conceptualization of a network of act-
ing entities. Actor-network theory is well suited for evaluating media convergence and 
interactivity, as it does not make a difference between humans and machines. Both can 
equally be nodes in the complicated heterogeneous network of action and reaction. Felix 
Stalder offers a simple definition for the otherwise rather complex theory: 
The theory’s aim is to describe a society of humans and non-humans as 
equal actors tied together into networks built and maintained in order to 
achieve a particular goal, for example the development of a product. 





Another benefit of a network approach is the diminishing of boundaries of media – the 
very process of media convergence. Actor-network theory opens possibilities to review 
media interactivity processes regardless of the media used and therefore is a powerful 
tool for analyzing the modes of interactive production. 
1.6 Research questions 
The focus of this study is to explore modes of production that create interactivity and 
participatory experiences and to evaluate the effectiveness of them. The hypothesis of 
this study is that more convergence equals at least to some extent more interactivity. In 
order to find out ways of producing interactivity, some basic questions need to be an-
swered. First of all it is important to create a model for both interactivity and conver-
gence that provide tools for analyzing the amount of either one. The actual research 
material consists of semi-structural interviews with prominent media actors and deci-
sion makers. In the second phase the research material is evaluated against the models 
formed earlier. 
The target of this study is to prove whether more convergence does actually equal more 
interactivity. If the answer is not clearly a positive one, the aim is to answer why not. 
Respondents are asked how they have promoted interactivity within the media they 
work with. What are the tools, media and activities used to produce interactive experi-
ence? 
How are the requisites of different media taken into account and what modes of produc-
tion are applied in order to create a converged experience? 
Then the next question that needs to be answered is what makes a successful interactive 
production. What are the elements, modes of production and tools that have proved to 
be most successful? 
Finally, it is of course very interesting to find out what the respondents think of the fu-





1.7 Research methods and material 
Interactivity and media convergence have both been studied now for decades. The prob-
lem with former studies, as with any other fields of study that handle arenas of new 
media, is the constant development of the subject (Lievrouw & Livingstone 2002). 
Hence every study has to be judged as an independent enquiry, which of course presents 
the researcher with methodological difficulties.  
Qualitative case study has been one of the popular methods to study areas of new me-
dia. It gives the researcher the freedom of gathering material from various sources and 
even incorporate quantitative substance. One of the common methods within qualitative 
research is interviewing. Interviews can represent one source of a complete case study 
material. (Lindblom 2009.) 
Because qualitative case studies offer so many possibilities for examining and compar-
ing actual applications, it is chosen as the method for this study. The material consists of 
semi-structured interviews with producers. The interviews are evaluated qualitatively 
and the results are compared on a two-dimensional four-fold table. Values for interac-
tivity and convergence are combined to the same table seen below. The refined model 
with explanations is presented in chapter 5. 
 
Figure 1.1 Four-fold table of interactivity and convergence 
Interactivity and convergence at their 
maximum!
Interactivity and convergence at their 
minimum!















The respondents are chosen to represent different facets of the converging media and 
the changing media landscape. The boundaries of media are diminishing with the Inter-
net and social media presently seeming to be in the center of it all. Nevertheless it is 
most interesting to account for the change within traditional media. The three big ones; 
TV, radio and the printing press are the starting points for this research. Interviewed are 
prominent figures within their field in Finland and are chosen to represent media that 






2 A history of mediated communication and 
interactivity 
As this study does not handle interactivity alone nor from a purely digital perspective, 
but also as a component of production in converging media, the history and old ways of 
combining different media together are important. As Erkki Huhtamo (1998, 97) writes, 
“One of the common features of many technocultural discourses is their lack of histori-
cal consciousness.” Understanding history can teach us to see past the hype of new me-
dia and open ways of understanding interactivity better. Hence it is important to have a 
look at the development of communication before conceptualizing interactivity, alt-
hough many references to interactivity are made throughout the course of the study on 
history. This somewhat unorthodox choice is hopefully justified later when the different 
aspects of interactivity are defined, analyzed and operationalized to the scope of this 
study. 
2.1 Early ages 
Animal skins and bones, palm leaves and oak tree bark, wood and wax, 
metal and stone, seashells and pottery, silk and cotton, jade and ivory 
from elephant tusks have all been used to store humankind's memory. 
(Fang 1997, 3.) 
History of media technology is often seen as a history of information revolutions. De-
pending on a scholar, the steps might have some variation. Robertson (1990) defines 
three innovations that shaped the use and explosion of information before digital era. 
The inventions were language, writing and printing. Fang (1997) skips language, but 
notes that the origins of writing were in cave drawings thousands of years earlier than 
any actual form writing appeared.  
The earliest rock art, found from South-Africa, have been dated to 100,000 years back, 
which is some 70,000 years earlier than anything found in Europe. The purpose of cave 
paintings is unknown. Initially the researchers thought they were merely decorative art, 





Therefore even the earliest traces of “written” human communication must have had a 
deeper meaning of passing information – be it shamanistic, religious or educational. 
Whether the cave art was by any definition interactive is highly debatable as there is so 
little information available on the purpose and use but they should not be surpassed 
when considering the development of human communication. (Beaumont 2010, Fang 
1997.) 
Writing, on the other hand developed for the very purpose of interacting with other hu-
mans. Earliest forms of storing spoken language included molding little pieces of clay 
that would represent the actual object. Sheep, measures of grain, jars of oil and other 
tradable goods were molded into small tokens in order to keep track of the community’s 
resources. Slowly humans begun to understand that it would be a lot easier to just 
scratch a representation of the token on a piece of clay than mold the actual token. The 
next logical step was to lose the shape of the token all together, which has been regard-
ed as the birth of abstract thinking and writing. (Fang 1997, Schmandt-Besserat 1982.) 
Recent findings date the earliest writing some 8,600 years back although more wide-
spread revolution of writing had to wait until around the fourth millennium E.C.E. (Rin-
con 2003). The early writing was in the hands of very few and clay as the primary me-
dium of transportation made sharing information slow and difficult. Papyrus was devel-
oped in the Nile delta in the third millennium E.C.E. and spread from there to Europe 
and Middle East. When Egypt restricted the export of papyrus, parchment was devel-
oped in Pergamum to replace it. Parchment had some advantages over papyrus. It was 
more durable and could be written on both sides and even reused. (Fang 1997, Koi-
vunen and Tunturi 2008.) 
As long as all written text had to be copied by hand, the information spread very slowly. 
Although Romans are credited for the first pre-stage of a newspaper – reusable, wax 
covered wood tablets were employed to provide a daily bulletin exhibited in the Forum 
– world had to wait for paper and the printing press before a mass media would emerge. 
“For 500 years after its invention, paper was made only in China.” (Fang 1997, 3). 





spread of paper that made printing expand. First paper factory in Europe was reportedly 
established in France in the twelfth century and the commercial expansion began to-
wards the end of the thirteenth century. (Fang 1997.) By 1450s, Gutenberg and his col-
leagues were able to achieve mass production of books with the aid of movable type 
(Bolter 2001, 7-8). Nevertheless, the publication sizes seldom exceeded hundreds so 
one could have hardly spoken of an interactive media, let alone mass media.  
Newspapers, which can with confidence be called the first mass media, began spreading 
around Europe from the early seventeenth century. Newspapers were a lot faster and 
easier to print than books with hundreds of pages. Advancements in printing techniques 
profited to the diversity of content.  
The increasing page sizes in the second half of the eighteenth century en-
abled editors to develop their relationship with their readers by devoting 
more space to readers’ letters. This meant that the printed expression of 
social and political views was no longer the sole preserve of professional 
politicians and essayists … Letters to the press gave the impression of the 
newspaper as a national forum, open to all. (Clarke 2004, 86.) 
So was interactive mass media born. Pool though argues that no mass media in a mod-
ern sense existed before the 1830s and the development of devices that enabled “cheap 
mass production of uniform messages” (1983, 18). However the seeds of interactivity 
were definitely sown almost a hundred years earlier. For the next step forward, human-
kind had to wait for yet more technological innovations to air and reach the public. 
2.2 Electronic communication and immediate interactivity 
Printing had made mass communication possible, but the spread of information in the 
beginning was slow and mainly local. News were old, when they reached other nations 
or continents. While the printing press was taking its first major steps around the world, 
early applications of electricity were being explored.  
Only by necessity any major advancement towards faster communication was imple-





teenth century, an instant communications method was required to prevent accidents. 
Different types of telegraph inventions spread around the world within just a few years 
in the 1840s. At first it seemed that, besides the railways, only a few corporations and 
the stock business were interested in the telegraph. It did not take long for the newspa-
pers to follow. (Winston 1998.) 
Newspapers became avid consumers of telegrams, which had a considera-
ble effect on their content. … now, the telegraph rendered news, like soft 
fruit, perishable – useless if delayed.  (Ibid., 28.) 
In the end the age of the telegraph was short-lived, as the telephone was finally perfect-
ed only a few decades later. After many patent disputes and years of technological re-
finement, Alexander Graham Bell was awarded a patent for inventing the telephone in 
1876. For the mediated human interaction this has to be the real turning point in the 
history of communication. By 1900 there was about one phone for every sixty people in 
the U.S. Closest European rival was Sweden with one telephone for 115 people. Tele-
phone even succeeded to operate as a mass medium to some extent for a while. In Hun-
gary Telefon Hirmondo broadcasted a daily schedule of programs to thousands of sub-
scribers by using telephones as a transmission and reception devices until the radio took 
over. (Winston 1998 and Fang 1997.) 
An Italian inventor Guglielmo Marconi built the first commercially successful radio 
apparatus for naval and military needs in the turn of the century. After Titanic hit the 
iceberg in 1912 and sunk with over 1.500 on board, governments enforced rigid laws on 
radio operation on ships and at land. Still it took another decade and one World War 
before the commercial radio broadcasting begun. Meanwhile the film industry pros-
pered and contributed to what Fang calls the entertainment revolution. Urbanizing soci-
eties demanded entertainment, as the quality of life in large cities was not very good 
otherwise. The consuming habits of communication products surely changed and the 
mass production of commodities brought devices like phonographs and cameras availa-





tion. Nevertheless, inventions like the recorded sound and music paved the way for the 
success of public radio broadcasting. (Fang 1997.)  
After the World War I the United States was filled with retired navy and army radio 
operators wishing to use the knowledge acquired during the war. The first commercial 
radio station begun broadcasting in Pennsylvania 1920. With the production of inexpen-
sive radio receivers, radio stations begun popping up like mushrooms all over the Unit-
ed States. Around Europe radio broadcasting was strictly government controlled with 
only a few government run stations. European governments cherished the idea of public 
service and educational broadcasting. In the U.S. regulation shone with absence and 
very quickly profited into the heavy commercialization of the radio stations. (Winston 
1998, Fang 1997.)  
Fang describes the velocity of social change radio brought upon with the following ac-
count: 
In 1905, the Marconi operator at a shore station picks up dots and dashes 
from a ship out at sea. A decade later the hobbyist strains to hear, over a 
handbuilt "crystal-and-catswhisker" set, the call letters of a distant station. 
Two decades later the family gathers in the evening around the console in 
the parlor in the midst of the Depression, staring at the orange glow of the 
dial as they listen to Jack Benny go down to his vault. … More years pass, 
and the same family is standing close to the shortwave radio in the kitch-
en, trying to understand a crackling voice talking of war. A generation lat-
er, a motorist catches news on the hour while racing down the new Inter-
state. (Ibid., 89.) 
Interactivity was implemented in radio soon after its widespread launch. In 1930s taped 
‘man on the street’ interviews became popular. Listeners were also encouraged to call in 
their comments, which were then paraphrased on air by the disk jockeys. Although in-
teraction existed and was seen as something the audience desired it was still a little 
slow, controlled and awkward. It took surprisingly long until someone came up with the 





According to Munson (1993, 36), Barry Gray at a New York radio station WOR devel-
oped the whole concept of a call-in radio talk show by accident in 1945. Gray is said to 
have been “bored with his show at about three o’clock one morning, … answered his 
phone and conversed on the air with the caller who happened to be Woody Herman. As 
time went on, Gray’s overnight show had more talk and less music” (ibid.).  
Like it seems to be with every advancement in communication technologies, television 
also went through various phases of development and patent races before reaching rela-
tive technological stability for over sixty years with cathode ray tube or CRT. First de-
signs of television were introduced as early as 1880s, but it took until the Berlin Olym-
pic Games of 1936 and the 1939 New York’s World Fair before there were both practi-
cal television sets and working cameras to be presented to the public. BBC put up a 
public broadcasting service in 1936 but until the outbreak of the Second World War 
there were only about 20.000 television sets sold. As would be with any new communi-
cation technology, extravagant claims ungrounded in performance realities were being 
made, which had its consequences: 
Disappointed early adopters and media reporting of that disappointment 
became deterrent. … This allowed BBC in the late 1930s avoid having to 
… begin diverting resources to the new medium from the old, radio. And 
this draws attention to another reason for the slightly lukewarm approach 
to television from the BBC in the late 1930s; radio was not then an old 
medium. (Winston 1998, 133.) 
The Second World War postponed the spread of television in Europe, but by 1948 in the 
U.S. there were four networks, fifty-two stations and nearly a million sets in twenty-
nine cities. Frequency problems with overlapping stations too close to each other halted 
distribution of new broadcasting permits. The “freeze” gave the existing channels four 
years long peace to develop production, advertising and the industry in general safe 
from competition. By 1952 there were fifteen million television sets in the U.S. with 
one third of the population covered. The most popular show was I Love Lucy, produced 
in Hollywood. On the contrary, by the end of the same year there were less than three 





78 percent of the population. In Finland the Finnish Broadcasting Company, YLE did 
not begin regular television broadcasting until 1958. (Winston 1998 and Lindblom 
2009.) 
World’s first television show that could claim to be interactive, aired in the U.S. in 
1953. Saturday morning children’s show Winky Dink and You featured a mixture of live 
action between the host, the studio audience of children and animated sections of adven-
tures of a cartoon boy named Winky Dink.1 (Gawlinski 2003, 27-31.) 
 
Figure 2.1 Interactivity, 1953. Children watching and interacting with the Winky Dink and You 
show (Sanders 1953). 
The gimmick was that the boys and girls at home were asked to help 
Winky Dink out of a jam by drawing whatever Winky needed (rope, lad-
der, bridge and so on) on the television screen. This was done with the aid 
of a Winky Dink kit, which was sold by mail for 50 cents. (Ibid.) 
                                                






The kit included a plastic transparent sheet that was held on the television screen by 
static electricity, erasable crayons used for drawing and a cloth to wipe the sheet clean 
and create static electricity to hold it in place. The host Jack Barry narrated over all ac-
tion, encouraging and directing the children at home to draw the right things. According 
to Gawlinski, Jack Barry has said that during the four years the show was aired they 
sold millions of the Winky Dink kits. In the end the show was cancelled because of the 
pressure from the parents of children without the kit. The children draw directly on the 
glass surface of the television, permanently ruining many sets. In 1959 the telephone 
call-ins that were already very popular within radio, reached television. NBC’s Today 
show was the first to take in calls from viewers. (Ibid. and Freed 2000.) 
Carey (1996) traces the beginning of the modern era of the interactive television to 
1964, when AT&T first demonstrated a picture telephone. The benefits of a picture tel-
ephone though never seemed to surpass costs and limitations of image quality and small 
network of service. Within a decade picture telephone in general use slowly died away. 
The idea of video calling later found greater use in the corporate setting in form of vid-
eoconferencing.  
An interesting curiosity for the development of interactive media was presented at the 
Montreal Expo’67. Czechoslovakian filmmaker Radúz !in"era had created the world’s 
first interactive film system called Kinoautomat. He had shot a film called One Man and 
His House, which featured five points where the audience had a change to alter the 
course of the narrative. The film also had four points where audience could express their 
opinion on whether for example the main character was guilty or not, but the answers 
did not affect the outcome of the film. Although the film was shown on two reels and 
effectively constructed of only twelve segments, the effect must have been inpressive. 
(Hales 2005.)  
In 1977 Warner Amex launched Qube, the first interactive cable television service that 
included possibility for things like voting and survey participation while following a 





duction difficulties ailed. In addition the actual Qube programming that would take ad-
vantage of the interactive possibilities was generally low. (Carey 1996) 
However, there were a few exceptions. Some game format programs 
achieved moderate viewership and strong interactive participation from 
those watching. Further, major events attracted large audience participa-
tion, e.g., when Qube subscribers were able to choose the next play in a 
live amateur football game. (Ibid., 6.) 
Carey points out that regardless of its shortcomings Qube worked as an important pro-
gramming laboratory. Many of the formats developed for Qube have survived until to-
day and channels like MTV and Nickelodeon were based on models that originate from 
Qube. It also proved that the pay-per-view television was potentially viable if the costs 
of the system could be reduced. (Ibid.) 
In the three decades from 1970s to 1990s interactive media was characterized by text. 
Different versions of videotext or teletext services were developed, trialed and used 
around the world. Teletext was a service that used the left over television broadcast 
signal to transfer simple text and graphics to compatible television sets. The viewer 
could browse the pages and hence create an illusion of interactivity with the television, 
but in actual fact the pages were being sent continuously and browsing them was like 
changing a channel. Teletext is still widely used around the world. Some more sophisti-
cated services gave the user a possibility for real interaction by providing a two-way 
communication channel by either a cable in the case of cable television like in Qube or a 
dedicated phone line. (Carey 1996, Gawlinski 2003 and Lindblom 2009.) 
Two-way systems that only transferred information back and forth without interacting 
with the television programming were called datatext. Some datatext services gained 
considerable popularity. The first services like Prestel in the UK, Minitel in France and 
Telset and later Telesampo in Finland were by outlook similar services as teletext but 
required a dedicated set-top-box for operation and offered a limited amount of true in-
teractivity. Prestel and Telesampo eventually lost the battle against far superior service 





phone directories, banking and later e-mail. Datatext paved the way to personal comput-
ers, information networks and new media. (Ibid.) 
2.3 Information networks are born 
Broadband cable, fiber optics, and various other transmission media pro-
vide wider bandwidth to carry more (and more complex) signals simulta-
neously. Systems that combine telecommunication and computer technol-
ogies allow diverse configurations for user involvement and services. 
What has traditionally been considered mass communication is complicat-
ed with many new “media” and different kinds of “masses” than before. 
The ability to engage in mediated interpersonal communication becomes 
increasingly available in variety of manners. (Heeter 1989, 217.) 
The Cold War provided the foundations for the set up of international information net-
works. Although there were almost 400 telephone lines crossing the Atlantic, space was 
to become the next frontier of communication. The space race begun, when the Soviet 
Union launched Sputnik I into space on October the fourth 1957. A decade later Mexico 
City Olympic Games were transmitted to Europe via NASAs third Application and 
Technology Satellite or ATS. (Winston 1998.) 
At the same time computer technology took leaps forward. In 1966 MIT computer sci-
ence professor Joseph Weizenbaum created a computer program called ELIZA that was 
able to seemingly carry on a conversation by replying to typed-in statements. Eliza act-
ed like a Rogerian psychotherapist, who echoed back anything fed to it without interpre-
tation. The effect though, was very persuasive (capitals are ELIZA’s answers): 
Men are all alike. 
IN WHAT WAY 
They’re always bugging us about something or other. 
CAN YOU THINK OF A SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 
Well, my boyfriend made me come here. 
YOUR BOYFRIEND MADE YOU COME HERE 





I AM SORRY TO HEAR YOU ARE DEPRESSED 
It is true. I am unhappy. 
DO YOU THINK COMING HERE WILL HELP YOU NOT TO BE 
UNHAPPY 
I need some help, that much seems certain. 
WHAT WOULD IT MEAN TO YOU IF YOU GOT SOME HELP 
Perhaps I could learn to get along with my mother. 
TELL ME MORE ABOUT YOUR FAMILY 
My mother takes care of me. 
WHO ELSE IN YOUR FAMILY TAKES CARE OF YOU 
My father. 
YOUR FATHER 
WHAT RESEMBLANCE DO YOU SEE 
You are not very aggressive but I think you don’t want me to notice that. 
WHAT MAKES YOU THINK I AM NOT VERY AGGRESSIVE 
You don’t argue with me. 
WHY DO YOU THINK I DON’T ARGUE WITH YOU 
You are afraid of me. 
DOES IT PLEASE YOU TO BELIEVE I AM AFRAID OF YOU 
My father is afraid of everybody. 
WHAT ELSE COMES TO MIND WHEN YOU THINK OF YOUR FA-
THER 
Bullies. 
DOES THAT HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WITH THE FACT THAT 
YOUR BOYFRIEND MADE YOU COME HERE  
(Weizenbaum 1967, 475.) 
ELIZA was a very early example of what would be called artificial intelligence, A.I. 
Actually ELIZA was not very intelligent at all. It was based on a fairly simple script that 
consisted “of a set of key words and key phrases each of which is associated with a set 
of so-called decomposition and reassembly rules” (ibid.)2. Nevertheless, Weizenbaums 
                                                
2 Examples of Eliza can be found all over the Internet. Charles Hayden for example has coded a faithful 






script was to become an archetype for many computer games and other A.I. applica-
tions. 
The development of computers soon led to the development of computer-to-computer 
networks. The history of contemporary computer communication networks begun at the 
lab of the U.S. Defense Ministry’s Advanced Research Projects Agency or ARPA, 
when its researchers succeeded in connecting two computers together in 1969. ARPA 
was founded in 1957 as a first response to the Sputnik I being fired into orbit. In theory 
communication networks were not a new phenomenon. IBM had succeeded in remote 
controlling a computer over a telephone line already in 1940 and by 1960s they were a 
popular accessory available for computers. Paul Baran, a RAND3 researcher worked on 
behalf of the U.S. Airforce on the problem of military communications in case of a nu-
clear attack and came up with a theoretical model for a distributed network. The formu-
lation was based on two essentials: communication network should work without cen-
tralized control and it should stay operational even though some nodes were destroyed. 
(Winston 1998 and Lindblom 2009.) 
 
Figure 2.2 Paul Baran’s network models (1964):  
a) Centralized. b) Decentralized. c) Distributed networks.  
                                                
3 RAND (Research ANd Development) was set up in 1946 by the U.S. Airforce under contract to Douglas 
Aircracft Company. In 1948 RAND was separated from Douglas and became a non-profit research or-





Since destruction of a small number of nodes in a decentralized network 
can destroy communications, the properties, problems, and hopes of build-
ing "distributed" communications networks are of paramount interest. 
(Baran 1964, 1.) 
Baran’s model for distributed network was to become the basis for the design of the 
early Internet, but there were still many obstacles on the way. His other contribution 
was to conceptualize packet switching, which meant  splitting individual messages into 
pieces of data sent discretely around the network using optimized routing. Nevertheless 
it soon became evident that connecting different machines with different languages to-
gether was not going to be easy. Researchers at ARPA concluded that there needed to 
be smaller machines with compatible interfaces that would talk to each other and then 
converse the connection in the desired language to the larger computers. (Winston 
1998.) 
By 1971 ARPA’s network was up and working with nodes all around the U.S. It was 
introduced to the computing public the next year at a Conference on Computer Com-
munications in Washington where it acquired a name, ARPANET. Transmission Con-
trol Protocol or TCP, which is the backbone of contemporary Internet, was introduced 
1973 in order to ease the communication between different networks.  E-mail and @ 
were invented in the current form the same year and within a year 75 percent of AR-
PANET’s traffic was in e-mail form. In 1973 Norway Seismic Array NORSAR was 
connected to ARPANET through a Swedish satellite station. It was the first node on 
ARPANET outside the U.S. By the end of 1975 there were already some 2.000 users. 
(Winston 1998 and NORSAR 2011.) 
The military connection and rigid redundancy requirements slowly built up as a burden 
for ARPANET. In 1983 the military organizations broke loose of the ARPANET and 
formed their own network, MILNET. Around the same time the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) established its own network CSNET, the Compuer Science NET-
work, which was to be cheaper and less redundant. In 1985 NSF linked its five super-






Figure 2.3 Map of the Internet from 2005 shows how it resembles the model of a distributed net-
work (The Opte Project 2011, image manipulation by the author) 
The depression of redundancy meant that the network model of NFSNET was not the 
original distributed network of ARPANET, but closer what Baran called ‘distributed 
network’. Nevertheless, with the commercial success of NFSNET, ARPANET eventu-
ally became useless and the two networks were connected together giving birth to the 
Internet. ARPANET’s greatest contribution to the Internet during its last years was the 
introduction of domain name system, DNS, with different endings for educational, 
commercial, military and national addresses4. Before DNS, every computer had to have 
a manually updated list, like a phonebook, of all other computers on the network. (Win-
ston 1998.) 
The early Internet in practice was not more than a technological framework for connect-
ing computers together. E-mail and File Transfer Protocol, FTP, were the only widely 
available services. First World Wide Web page, written in Hyper Text Markup Lan-
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al endings were for example ‘fi’ for Finland. Since then many other endings have been introduced, for 





guage (HTML), was created 1990 by a CERN (the European Particle Physics Laborato-
ry) researcher Tim Berners-Lee. He also wrote the first Web server and the first Web 
browser-editor. (Connolly 2000.) Only after HTML, Web servers, a browser and the 
required protocols like the hypertext transfer protocol or HTTP existed, was the Internet 
ready in the way it is understood today. All the aspects of Berners-Lee’s original work 
have undergone a tremendous amount of development since, but the essential founda-
tion has remained intact. Berners-Lee explains how he came up with the WWW: 
I found it frustrating that in those days, there was different information on 
different computers, but you had to log on to different computers to get at 
it. Also, sometimes you had to learn a different program on each comput-
er. So finding out how things worked was really difficult. Often it was just 
easier to go and ask people when they were having coffee.  
…  
I actually wrote some programs to take information from one system and 
convert it so it could be inserted into another system. More than once. 
And when you are a programmer, and you solve one problem and then 
you solve one that's very similar, you often think, "Isn't there a better 
way? Can't we just fix this problem for good?" That became "Can't we 
convert every information system so that it looks like part of some imagi-
nary information system which everyone can read?" And that became the 
WWW. (Berners-Lee 2011.) 
2.4 New media and personal computers 
The spread of Internet would not have been successful without the availability of cheap 
microcomputers. The first microcomputers were sold in the mid 1970s as construction 
kits. They included very little memory and no means of storing the program after the 
computer was shut down. Steve Wozniak and Steven Jobs understood the microcom-
puter as a tool rather than an end. Their company, Apple “was willing to adopt any and 
all available interfaces to make the machine more user friendly” (Winston 1998, 235). 
The early years of microcomputers were harsh. There was not much use for such ma-





success was mostly limited to games. Firms like Altair, which produced the first micro-
computer kits and Osborne, which made the first ever portable computer, went bankrupt 
around the turn of the decade.  It wasn’t until Apple came up with a graphical operating 
system5 that microcomputers began gaining more popularity.  
Interestingly, in 1987 first ever microcomputers assembled in Finland by a company 
called Mikrolog Oy, and designed by a young Finnish engineer Antero Alku, were sold 
under the Osborne brand name and logo acquired after its bankruptcy. They used Mi-
crosoft’s operating system and circuit boards by Western Digital. The company still 
exists to this day, marketing computers under the Osborne brand name. (Winston 1998, 
Alku 2011.) 
1980s saw the introduction of many other new media, though these were often more or 
less applications or refinements for already existing formats. For example VCR or Vid-
eo Cassette Recorders gained popular success in the early 1980s and were soon fol-
lowed with home video cameras. At the same time the first optically read laser video-
disks appeared on the market, but the success was minimal. Difference in quality com-
pared to videocassettes on a regular home television set was marginal, and they offered 
no recording possibilities. Later the laser disk did make a comeback as CDs or Compact 
Disks for distribution of music and in CD-ROM format as a computer data storage de-
vice. With CD-ROMS, interactivity raised its head the first time within the public dis-
cussion: 
[It] became the buzz-word as the software diskette was being almost total-
ly superseded by the CD-ROM, whose capacities were marketed as ‘mul-
timedia’. It was widely suggested that, for example, multimedia would 
revolutionise such fundamental human activities as the consumption of 
stories. (Winston 1998, 237.) 
But the medium itself never was interactive, rather what could be put on it. The limited 
data storage capacity of the CD-ROM made it impossible to reach the promises. Win-
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ston argues that multimedia was similarly oversold as the television in the 1930s and 
damaged permanently its possibilities as a media. CD-ROM remained the domain of 
distribution of computer programs, the occasional encyclopedia and games. 
Video games and consoles became hugely popular by the mid 1980s. Essentially the 
consoles were specialized microcomputers made only for gaming. Early rivals included 
Atari, Sega and Nintendo, of which the last one seemed to end up as the winner until 
mid the 1990s when the Sony PlayStation was released. The last decade has been a con-
tinuing battle between the Sony PlayStation (now at version number 3) and Microsoft’s 
Xbox. Latest additions have included motion-detecting systems, first commercially in-
troduced to the market by Nintendo’s Wii console. 
The 1990s was the decade when not only the Internet revolutionized communication 
networks, but mobile wireless communication became widely available and grew popu-
larity fast. In the news and television production satellite links provided means for live 
broadcast from anywhere in the world. The new possibilities had a weighty impact on 
television expression, speed of journalism and end user participation. The Gulf War 
gained a nickname ‘Video Game War’ and by the time of 9/11 the whole world watched 
live as the second airplane hit the World Trade Center. When the War on Terror begun, 
journalist reported live amongst the troops, soldiers wrote blogs and took pictures of 
war crimes. Today nothing is sure to be kept a secret, thanks to organizations like Wik-
ileaks and the potential provided by technology to record anything and everything any-
where. Some call this the age of information and the developments in communication 
technologies and its consequences on culture a revolution: 
This has often been called the age of information, and for once the popular 
label is correct. Never before has information been produced at such a 
staggering rate, and the rate is increasing rapidly. This explosion of in-
formation, spawned by an incredible revolution in computer technology, 
has already revolutionized manufacturing and business, science and tech-






3 Unweaving interactivity 
Interactivity is generally assumed to be a natural attribute of face-to-face 
conversation, but it has been proposed to occur in mediated communica-
tion settings as well. For example, interactivity is also one of the defining 
characteristics of two-way cable systems, electronic text systems, and 
some programming work as in interactive video games.  Interactivity is 
present in the operation of traditional media, too.  The phenomena of let-
ters to the editor, talk shows on radio and television, listener participation 
in programs, and in programming are all characterized by interactivity. 
(Rafaeli 1988, 110) 
In the early 1990s interactivity became the buzzword as new media technologies were 
said to revolutionize sharing and consumption of information. As Rafaeli’s account 
above and the historical exploration of the previous chapter shows, interactivity howev-
er is not by any means unique to new media or recent decades. 
3.1 Defining interactive communication 
This study is interested in the traditional mass media; radio, television and the printed 
press. Yet, “mass communication was originally modeled as the one-way transmission 
of a message from source to receiver” (Heeter 1989, 218). Shannon’s (1948) mathemat-
ical theory of communication defines communication as a model where a message is 
sent out through a transmitter to a channel capable of carrying the signal, arrives to the 
receiver and is then translated back to a message.  
 





Heeter notes that “although the model was developed to help engineers to describe 
transmission of an electrical signal from one machine to another, it was widely adopted 
by communication researchers as a model for human communication” (1989, 218). At 
the time of Shannon, mass media theory was still heavily influenced by the ‘magic bul-
let’ or ‘hypodermic needle theory’. It was believed that a uniform message sent out us-
ing a mass medium would have a uniform effect on the people. In short, mass media 
theory was a theory of propaganda, born out of the aftermath of the First World War. 
(DeFleur & Ball-Rockeach 1975.)  
Although further research soon proved uniform effects false and suggested underlying 
properties about the human communication and the information diffusion patterns, it 
remained true that the consumers of mass media had very little possibilities in changing 
the one-way street. On the eve of microcomputers and information networks, DeFleur 
and Ball-Rockeach (1975) envisioned that an ‘information utility’ and the two-way ca-
ble television would change the status quo: 
The telephone is the only mass medium in use today that permits custom-
ers to control the content of what is sent over a channel. All other mass 
media are essentially monological in form. The roles of communicator 
(source) and audience (destination) are fixed. Communicators control 
what messages are and are not sent over the channel. Thus, the prospect of 
equalizing or even transferring control over message to receivers portends 
a major change in the process of mass communication. (Ibid. 188.) 
As Rafaeli (1988) suggested earlier, interactivity existed within the traditional media 
before there were any ‘information utilities’ or the term interactivity. Chapter 2 of this 
paper has shown many other examples in addition to Rafaeli’s. Interactivity existed in 
many forms before their producers really quite knew what they were about. 
Interactivity can also be approached from the ideal model of interpersonal communica-
tion. Jerome Durlak (1987) for example notes that “interactive media designers pursue 
… to stimulate, within the limitation of the medium, the experiences of face-to-face 





face-to-face communication is held up as the model because the sender 
and receiver use all their senses, the reply is immediate, the communica-
tion is generally closed circuit, and the content is primarily informal or ‘ad 
lib’. (Bretz 1983, 13 as cited by Durlak 1988, 744.) 
Theodore Newcomb (1953) formulated a simple model to help analyze face-to-face 
communication. He reduced the interpersonal communication into the roles of two per-
sons (A and B) in a communicative act transmitting information about something (X). 
He showed the minimal components of such system with a following diagram: 
 
Figure 3.2 Newcomb’s “Schematic illustration of the minimal A-B-X system” (1953, 394) 
Newcomb assumes that the stronger the symmetry of A and B’s orientation towards the 
subject X, the more likely it is that the level of symmetry will increase. Symmetry being 
here for example an opinion or understanding of X. Newcomb took lovers as an exam-
ple and noted that even two people deeply in love do not converse in a vacuum.  Some 
norms had to be fulfilled for the model to work. For example it had to be assumed that 
A and B are capable of verbal communication and share a common social reality. With 
such assumptions, Newcomb argues that 
[it] seems likely that the dynamics of such a system are such that from an 
adequate understanding of its properties at a given moment there can be 
predicted both the likelihood of occurrence of a given act of communica-
tion and the nature of changes in those properties which will result from 
that act. (Ibid., 403.) 
In effect, Newcomb was describing the roles of actors in an interactive communication 
situation. Westley and MacLean took Newcomb’s model further in 1957, applying the 





munication had situations where feedback existed, introducing the concept of a gate-
keeper (C). They explained that the gatekeeper could be for example a newspaper editor 
or a government official. Westley and MacLean also made an important addition to the 
definition of the actors in their model. Although the actors were mainly understood as 
persons, they could also be something else, like a group or a “total social system” 
(1957, 40).  
 
Figure 3.3 Westley & MacLean’s communication model (1957, 40) 
As a part of the model’s explication, Westley and MacLean defined two forms of feed-
back. They recognize that not all feedback needs to be purposeful. If a television fan 
decides to buy something advertised, the purchase becomes a part of the feedback pro-
cess, which eventually can affect the original source of the information, A, directly or 
through C.  
Although the idea of feedback is important and Westley and MacLean intend their mod-
el to be sufficiently general to treat all kinds of human communication, raises Heeter 
concerns. She notes that in the model any communication from B to C or A or even 
from C to A is always an act of feedback. Heeter (1989) argues that the model should 
take into account the possibility of an independent message from B or C to any direc-





media regardless of Westley and MacLeans good intentions of generalizing the model 
of conversational communication. 
Rafaeli, who is widely accredited for defining the concept of interactivity within com-
munication studies, on the other hand contemplates that “holding human conversation 
as an ideal type is attractive but problematic” (1988, 117). He continues by saying that 
conversationality is both subjective and simplistic. “The conversational ideal is not a 
reliable concept across judges, cultures, or times” (ibid.). Rafaeli argues that focusing 
only on a conversational model could render out possibilities allowed by mediated 
communication.  
The movement toward bilateral communication and the increase in reac-
tivity of media are important phenomena. They should not, however, be 
confused with interactivity. Interactivity is even further advanced.  
(Rafaeli 1988, 116.) 
Rafaeli defines three levels of interactive communication, based on the issue of respon-
siveness. These are two-way (noninteractive) communication, reactive (or quasi interac-
tive) and fully interactive communication. He also states that for any communication to 
be interactive the roles of the sender and receiver need to be interchangeable, yet the 
complete absence of interaction would make a conversation jolting and incoherent.  
For full interactivity to occur, communication roles need to be inter-
changeable: role assignment and turn-taking are to be nonautomatic or 
nearly so. (Rafaeli 1988, 111.) 
What then, according to Rafaeli, makes a communication setting fully interactive is a 
sequence of reactions that take into account previous responses, as well as the context of 
the exchange. Rafaeli gives a press conference as an example of what is and is not inter-
active communication: 
Consider a press conference. Surely, the presiding politician is communi-
cating. But unless questions are taken by the politician from the floor, the 





way communication) does not make the press conference interactive (e.g. 
rhetorical questions). The politician’s answers to reporters’ questions (if 
given) are (at least) reactive. Even follow-up questions (and answers), 
however, do not elevate the sequence of messages to a fully interactive 
level unless such later questions address the relation between previous an-
swers and previous questions. (Rafaeli 1988, 119.) 
Figure 3.4 shows Rafaeli’s model of interaction levels. On each level, person (P) and 
other (O) are communicating by sending out messages (M). The messages are numbered 
by temporal sequence (Mj) and when based on a previous message signed by the sender 
as P(Mj) or O(Mj). Fully interactive messages are based on the way they relate to previ-





Figure 3.4 Rafaeli’s three levels of interactive communication (1988, 120) 
In Rafaeli’s example of the press conference, an interactive communication chain could 
be initiated by a question from a journalist, which is then answered, which again spuns 
another question and so on. On a mass media context, an example could be a letter 





initiates the editor to write their own article about the matter, taking the original letter 
into account. The reader now reads the article and thinks that there is something wrong 
with it, writes another letter to the editor, which again is printed and commented back 
from the paper’s side, taking the first two writings into account and so on. Rafaeli’s 
most important account to the definition of interactivity is the idea of responses that are 
based on earlier responses. When looking at Rafaeli’s model and comparing it to the 
Heeter’s criticism on Westley and MacLean, it has to be remembered that Rafaeli does 
not specify the roles of P and O. The model can be used for any interaction process. 
However, as can be seen with the examples above, a strict meaning of full interactivity 
is demanding to fulfill. It takes some effort to be able to recognize a fully interactive 
communication setting. Also, it becomes apparent that not all non-interactive communi-
cation is incoherent. Quite the opposite, there probably is a lot more communication 
situations that are not interactive although they at first seem to be so. Secondly, interac-
tivity obviously is not a characteristic of a medium, a device or a channel, though they 
can set both limits and possibilities. Rafaeli concludes that “much of new communica-
tion technologies is not noninteractive. Potential interactivity is a quality of the situation 
or setting” (1988, 120). Hence interactive communication should be assessed from the 
viewpoint of the communication process, rather than the media itself. 
Lastly Rafaeli notes that his model of interactivity is a subset of the feedback that relies 
on both the previous messages and the previous previous messages. With this notion, 
Heeter’s warning must be kept in mind when analyzing interactive communication us-
ing Rafaeli’s model, because it so easily disguises the communication roles and reduces 
the interaction into a series of feedbacks. Still, Rafaeli (1988, 121) offers a hand to-
wards the traditional mass communication research by stating that his model merely 
extends the audience orientation and emphasizes the dynamic nature of communication. 
He concludes that the “[u]ser becomes participant” (ibid.), from which can be interpret-
ed that participation is a form of interactivity. 
More recent research into the interactive communication has spun into many directions. 





man actor has been partly or completely left out. Nevertheless, the focus of this study is 
explicitly in communication, where the humans exist as active nodes of the interaction 
process.  
Sally McMillan is one of the later interaction researchers. Her work has not only been 
extensive, but also thorough in evaluating previous research. She has done some great 
work operationalizing interactivity research from her chosen viewpoint. Hence this pa-
per adopts her view from 2002 (McMillan 2002a) of dividing interactivity research into 
four main categories. Spiro Kiousis (2002) and Carrie Heeter (1989) have also devel-
oped comprehensive categorizations of interactivity research. The earlier divisions suf-
fer from the inability to predict the future6 while most of the recent studies tend to fall 
into one or another of McMillan’s sub-divisions7. McMillan’s categories for research of 
interactivity are: interactive features, perceived interactivity, interactive exchange and 
multi-dimensional perspectives. 
3.1.1 Interactive features 
Some of the earliest research on interactivity in new media focused on the 
properties and/or features of the message and/or the medium. (McMillan 
2002a, 164) 
Research on the interactive features of a medium or a message is a very widespread 
tradition. The studies draw from the communication model and means in use and tend to 
focus on the availability of technology rather than the actual process of interaction and 
its qualities. For example Markus (1987) has adapted the theory of a ”critical mass” to 
the technological availability and spread of interactive communication means. She 
makes a point of a necessity to a critical mass of the availability of the interactive com-
munication technology before the widespread diffusion will happen. In Markus’ exam-
ples the view is often top-down; an express postal service has to be available to numer-
ous cities before the customers will take on it. Too few destinations do not attract to use 
                                                
6 For example Fredin 1983, Rafaeli 1988, Westley and MacLean 1957. 





the new service. Same logic can be applied to many other media. To Markus, interactiv-
ity is a characteristic of the media. 
Jensen (1999) focuses on the functionality of the interactive media features. He sepa-
rates interactivity into three realms: sociological interpersonal interactivity, interactivity 
of communication and media studies and informative interactivity of human-computer 
interaction (HCI). For the media studies approach, he notes that new media, especially 
TV, is often able to facilitate an imitation of interactivity although real interactivity is 
far from most of the applications. In the end Jensen seems to raise human-computer 
interaction as a model for interaction process. He sees HCI as to a large degree analo-
gous with communication between people, but nevertheless wants to keep these sepa-
rate. Jensen defines interactivity as follows: 
A measure of a media’s potential ability to let the user exert an influence 
on the content and/or form of the mediated communication. (Jensen 1999, 
201.) 
Some studies have taken the step forward and begun operationalizing specific interac-
tive features into research. Schultz (2000) for example has studied the relationship of 
newspapers and interactivity. He has focused on online forums and reader e-mail, opera-
tionalizing Rafeeli’s model to the communication process in question. Schultz stays true 
to Rafaeli in chewing up the reaction and interaction chains in online messaging. He 
finds out that there is still much to improve for real interactivity to happen. 
McMillan (2000, 2002a, 2002b) herself has also extensively operationalized interactive 
features. She has been particularly interested in what she calls cyber-interactivity, mean-
ing the Internet in general and virtual Web communities in specific. McMillan proposes 
models for evaluating users’ experiences on cyber-places and their level of interactivity. 
Her approach draws towards the perceived interactivity. McMillan’s research designs 
include methods with the purpose of finding out how interactive the research partici-





built for the research and contained different levels of interactive elements and func-
tionality.8 
  
Figure 3.5 McMillan’s “Four Models of Cyber-Interactivity” (2002b) 
3.1.2 Perceived interactivity 
McMillan (2002b) suggests that instead of categorizing interactive features, interactivity 
could be perceived to be in “the eye of the beholder”. Her thought is that a best way to 
evaluate interactivity is to focus on how it is perceived; to ask the people whether some-
thing is interactive and to what degree. This was achieved by asking the respondents to 
evaluate statements on a six-point Likert scale related to the features of interactivity. 
The statements included were for example: “This site facilitates two-way communica-
tion. When I visit this site I get the sense that I am in a “place” in cyberspace. … I feel 
that I have a great deal of control over my visiting experience at this site.” (Ibid.) 
Heeter (2000) proposes a participant-centered perspective on interactivity. She per-
ceives our bodies as our interface to the world, situated in time and space and mediated 
by senses. To Heeter, interactivity is a characteristic of a personality. 
                                                





An interaction is an episode or series of episodes of physical action and 
reactions of an embodied human with the world, including the environ-
ment and objects and beings in the world. (Heeter 2000, 7.) 
Kiousis (2002) anchors perception as one of the main components of interactivity. He 
also talks about interactivity as participation in synchronous and asynchronous ex-
change of reciprocal messages. Kiousis draws the following figure of the components of 
interactivity: 
 
Figure 3.6 Kiousis’ “Conceptualization of interactivity” (2002, 372) 
Morrison (1998) notes the importance of understanding how people perceive interactivi-
ty in order to grasp its true influence. McMillan on the other hand finds out in her re-
search that “users’ attitude towards Web sites is positively related to their perceived 
interactivity of the Web site” (McMillan 2002a).  Song and Zinkham (2008) have more 
recently continued on McMillan’s tradition with research on the subject of Web site. 
They have tried to find determinants for perceived interactivity. Main findings were that 
the messages type (how personal the message was) and the level of personalization in-
creased the perceived interactivity and the Web site’s effectiveness. 
Viewing interactivity from the “eye of the beholder” as McMillan puts it opens the 
whole definition to a wider array of interpretations. Something, which in actual fact 
does not fulfill Rafaeli’s strictest definition of interactivity or even quasi-interactivity, 
might be perceived from the user’ point of view to be interactive. In such a case it is a 
matter of production and design – the ability to facilitate a situation seemingly interac-
tive although it is fully written beforehand. Heeter (2000) refers to such setting as ‘de-
signed experiences’. The show Winky Dink and You is a very early example of a de-





Designed experiences are created with intention to impact, involve and/or 
enable human participant. There is usually more available to be experi-
enced in a designed experience … The actual realm of interaction is lim-
ited to physical actions and reactions by the participant and the experi-
ence. (Heeter 2000, 11.) 
3.1.3 Interactive exchange 
All the early models of interactive communication presented earlier fall into the catego-
ry of interactive exchange. Westley and MacLean’s model, based on the work of New-
comb, addresses the very process of exchange of messages and their interactive charac-
teristics.  Rafaeli’s model of three levels of interaction is also a typical case of reducing 
communication into an exchange of messages. In his model, interactivity is possible 
only when there is a historical context of connected actions and reactions.  
Ha and James define interactivity “as the extent to which the communicator and the 
audience respond to, or are willing to facilitate, each other's communication needs” 
(1998, 461). They examined business Web sites (.com) emphasizing the asynchronous 
characteristics of computer-mediated communication compared to the face-to-face ideal 
of interactivity. Ha and James note that the ability to facilitate many-to-many communi-
cation scenarios is unique to the Internet and especially the Web. They propose five 
dimensions of interactivity that fulfill communication needs: “1) playfulness, 2) choice, 
3) connectedness, 4) information collection, and 5) reciprocal communication” (Ibid.). 
Sundar et al. (2003 and 2005) continued the Web site research. They classified in their 
research interactive exchange into two main categories: the ‘functional view’ and the 
‘contingency view’. They describe the former as the ‘bells and whistles’ approach 
where the interface offers rich potential for a dialogue or a mutual discourse by using 
several functions: 
These functions are specified in terms of particular features (such as audio 
and video), attributes (such as the presence of choice and control), pro-





tion). … Such an approach relies on a simple headcount of interactive el-
ements available on the interface. (Sundar et al. 2005, 6.) 
The outcome is that the more functions an interface incorporates, the more interactive it 
is perceived by Sundar et al. The contingency view of Sundar et al. follows Rafaeli’s 
transactional approach, emphasizing the behavioral nature of the interaction between the 
user and the system.  
Under this view, interactivity is realized when messages are contingent 
upon previous messages (and those preceding them) in a threaded manner. 
(Ibid., 7.) 
Sundar et al. (2003) organized research participants to evaluate Web pages with differ-
ent levels of interactive elements. For them, the perceivable interactivity was just a test 
to see if the respondents recognized the interface as interactive to begin with. This re-
search setting highlights Sunder et al.’s primary focus towards interaction as an ex-
change  
3.1.4 Multi-dimensional perspectives 
McMillan (2002a) suggests that several scholars do not fit into any of the previous cate-
gorizations. Instead of interactivity based on features, perception or exchanges, they 
build the definition as a multi-dimensional construct. As seen earlier, interactivity re-
search even within the categories has not been single-sided, but rather adopted a promi-
nent view over the others.  
Heeter’s original work (1989) on conceptualizing interactivity is one of the most thor-
ough and extensive. She presents a multidimensional concept of interactivity. Although 
Heeter’s conceptualization is over 20 years old, it has held well against time. The con-






1) Complexity of choice available 
When users are provided with a choice, they must interact with a medium 
in the sense that the user must make a choice. (Heeter 1989, 222.) 
The more complex the available choice is, the more the user has to interact with the 
system. Although Heeter’s idea of complexity seems medium and / or technology driv-
en, it is not restricted to such. It can be easily used to describe conversational interac-
tivity too. 
2)  Effort users must exert 
Heeter compares the ease of television watching and the effort of using a complex com-
puter system. She refers Paisley’s (1983, 155) mathematic definition of interactivity as 
the ratio of user activity to system activity to present the case. Television watching has 
almost zero user to system activity ratio, while interaction with a computer system is 
one-to-one. Heeter sums it up as “the amount of effort users must exert to access infor-
mation” (1989, 222).  
3) Responsiveness to the user 
The era and the relatively old age of Heeter’s definitions are highlighted in describing 
responsiveness. For this, Heeter uses Rafaeli’s model as a basis and elevates humanlike 
responsiveness to the highest level of sophistication. She also notes that media systems 
can begin to approach human discourse standards of responsiveness. In today’s media 
and technology environment it could be said that humanlike responsiveness is just a one 
way of feedback out of many available with real artificial intelligence not very far in the 
future. Nevertheless, the core of Heeter’s definition is intact. She proposes that the level 
or degree “to which a medium reacts responsively to the user” should be taken into ac-
count when evaluating its interactivity (1989, 223). 
4) Monitoring information used 
At the time when Heeter wrote her definitions, she found out that for the traditional 
media such as television, radio and newspapers the only channel of feedback from me-





companies had only surveys to monitor how well their product was received. Electronic 
communication networks of today offer vast amounts of information and means to gath-
er it. To Heeter, one characteristic of interactive system is the ability or “potential to 
monitor information use” (1989, 224). This potential makes the system more interac-
tive, as the producers can react to changes in the media usage. 
5) Ease of adding information 
Heeter notes that with “some new technologies, users actually act as information source, 
providing information that is carried on a media system to other users.” Heeter gives 
electronic bulletin boards as an example of new technologies.  
When a user can act as a source of information that is communicated to a 
mass audience, the traditional user role is substantially changed. A fifth 
dimension of interactivity is the degree to which users can add infor-
mation to the system that a mass, undifferentiated audience can access. 
(Heeter 1989, 224.) 
6) Facilitation of interpersonal communication 
The ideal of interpersonal communication as the model of interactivity is brightly visi-
ble in Heeter’s last dimension. She uses teleconferencing as an example of mediated 
interactivity where the ideal of face-to-face communication is most closely achieved. 
Heeter notes that many technologies allow very little or no interpersonal communica-
tion. Her definition for the facilitation of interpersonal communication is the “degree to 
which a media system facilitates interpersonal communication between specific users” 
(1989, 225). The sixth dimension is probably the most outdated of all and should be 
updated to resemble today’s reality. The dimension could be named for example ‘Fa-
cilitation of personalized communication’, which would cover more features of the me-
dia available and also allow the idea of interpersonal communication to flourish. 
McMillan (2002a) suggests that even more definitions are still needed in order to ex-
plore different ways of interacting with new media. She proposes another, a three di-
mensional construct of interactivity that consist of user-to-user, user-to-documents and 





cussion that has been prominent in the primary literature about new media. She argues 
that the three-dimensional model would also parallel historical development pre-dating 
new media. Of course, as will be discussed next, a question rises: what is new media? 
Furthermore, the three-dimensional model McMillan proposes seems to fit better into 
her own earlier definition of interactivity as an exchange, as both the category names 
and her descriptions of their content more or less reduces the interaction into a transac-
tion.9 
3.2 Defining the new media 
It is important to understand what makes [new media] interactive.  It is al-
so important to realize that interactivity means different things to different 
people in different contexts.  Understanding interactivity can help practi-
tioners create environments that facilitate interaction. Individuals who use 
new media can more effectively utilize interactivity if they understand it.  
And for scholars, understanding interactivity is central to developing theo-
ry and research about new media. (McMillan 2002a, 162) 
As is seen on McMillan’s account above, the definition of new media is central to the 
understanding of interactivity. The term new media has been used almost as long as 
there has been a recognition of media. Any new media at any time would be new. So 
what is new media today? Pool sums the relation of new media to any old media: 
The new media are not only competing with the old media for attention, 
but are also changing the very system under which the old media operate. 
(Pool 1983, 22.) 
3.2.1 Characteristics of new media  
As with any definition, scholars have approached new media from different angles. Lev 
Manovich offers a comprehensive but a little outdated conceptualization of new media 
in The Language of New Media (2001). He argues that new media represents a conver-
gence of two separate historical developments: computing and media technologies. Ma-
                                                






novich offers a five-point definition of new media, which revolves around the techno-
logical possibilities of the digital media and computerization. The five tendencies are: 
1) Numerical representation 
All new media objects, whether they are created from scratch on comput-
ers or converted from analog media sources, are composed of digital code; 
they are numerical representations. (Manovich 2001, 27.) 
The latter has, according to Manovich, two defining consequences: a new media object 
can be described mathematically and is subject to algorithmic manipulation i.e. it is 
programmable (ibid.). 
2) Modularity 
New media is fractal, made and composed out of smaller elements. There are two ad-
vantages of this compared to the old media: with digital tools, new media can be both 
decomposed and recomposed.  
3) Automation 
Numerical and modular aspects of the new media allow for automation of many charac-
teristics and features. Dynamic Web pages created specifically for the viewer are an 
excellent example of automated processes. 
4) Variability 
Another consequence of the numerical and modular features of new media is variability. 
An example could be advertisements that are varied according to the media where they 
are shown. For example a television spot, a Web banner and a roadside plaque can all 
use the same source. 
5) Transcoding 
Transcoding is the last of Manovich’s new media tendencies. He uses the word to de-
scribe a composition of the ‘cultural layer’ and the ‘computer layer’. Manovich argues 
that all cultural logic will be be transcoded and substituted by computer logic. The old 





(Manovich 2001.) Bolter and Grusin (1999) argue similarly that essentially the new 
media is a remediation of the old media, the representation of one within another. 
Dijk (2006) recognizes integration of telecommunications, data communications and 
mass communications as the most important feature of new media. He calls this a pro-
cess of convergence. Secondly, Dijk proposes that the new media is interactive, opposed 
to the old media that is not. He exemplifies that all digital media are somewhat interac-
tive on a fundamental level, though not all new media exert the interactive possibilities. 
Lastly, Dijk notes that all new media is based on a digital code. Digital code opens the 
door for Manovich’s modularity, automation and variability. Dijk concludes: 
For example traditional media television is integrated as it contains imag-
es, sound and text, but it is not interactive or based on digital code. The 
plain old telephone is interactive, but not integrated as it only transmits 
speech and sounds and it does not work with digital code. In contrast, the 
new medium of interactive television adds interactivity and digital code. 
(Dijk 2006, 9.) 
What Dijk presents is a larger process of media convergence. Interactive television is a 
good example of the development of integration, where the walls separating different 
media are breaking down. By acquiring new properties through integration with other 
media, the old television is able to become the new media. Henry Jenkins (2004, 2006) 
has written extensively on the new paradigm of media change that is convergence of 
media.  
3.2.2 Towards media convergence 
As proposed in the introduction, media convergence is not a new phenomenon, though 
it has greatly expedited during the last few years. Jenkins defines convergence as 
the flow of content across multiple platforms, the cooperation between 
multiple media industries, the search for new structures of media financ-





Pool (1983, 54) describes convergence as something in constant motion and dynamic 
change. New devices and services will be invented and incorporated into the existing 
modes of use. In short, media convergence means dynamic incorporation of new media 
to older media. The development will create yet new media. Some will gain unforeseen 
popularity, while others slowly die away not being able to grasp an audience or find a 
niche to fill. The dawn of the electronic media saw many attempts at utilizing the power 
of convergence that fell short. Examples of such from recent years were the introduction 
of WAP (Wireless Application Protocol, the first version of the Web on mobile phones) 
in the turn of the millennium and the many trials in interactive television through a set-
top box. 
In a news environment, Ketterer et al. (2004) also reported only limited benefits of con-
vergence. Notably, the news corporations were the first to actively utilize convergence 
patterns of production. Ketterer et al. followed newspapers and broadcasters running a 
convergence trial in Oklahoma City area. They state that the ultimate goal of conver-
gence was to provide better, more comprehensive news products. The results fell short 
with the most obvious reason being inability or reluctance to work together. In addition, 
the participants seemed to contribute unevenly to the effort. Jenkins (2006, 10) notes 
that the only way to survive in converging media is to work together.  
Media convergence is also seen as horizontal and vertical concentration of media pow-
er. If convergence is taken as the integration process of media that creates new media, 
as proposed earlier by Dijk and Pool, then convergence is exactly the opposite force. 
New media, being interactive by nature would promote diffusion of communication 
power. To quote Rafaeli (1988), the roles of sender and receiver have to be interchange-
able for communication to be interactive. Even the conglomerates need to crumble and 
humble themselves before the almighty audience of the future. 
Yet, the early media convergence would not have been possible without the conglomer-
ates. They saw it profitable to utilize the various channels at their disposal to distribute 
uniform messages and share content. From this desire were born the first interactive 





channels have had to humble in the face of fan communities demanding for action, reac-
tion or just a voice of their own. Jenkins (2006) raises the U.S. series of Survivors and 
Big Brother as an example of such development. Both were faced with a massive online 
community that was able to change narrative course of the shows by clever words rather 
than bombs. As the production becomes intimately tangled with its audience, the power 
of communication diffuses and roles can change.  
3.3 Operationalizing interactivity 
McMillan (2002a), Kiousis (2002) and Durlak (1987) have proposed models for opera-
tionalization of interactivity. Heeter’s (1989) six dimensions of interactivity (complexi-
ty of choice, effort, responsiveness, information monitoring, ease of adding information 
and facilitation of interpersonal communication) have been an inspiration for both 
Kiousis and McMillan. Although Heeter obviously did not intend her model to be used 
so, the dimensions are easy to operationalize for a relatively wide and inclusive model 
of interactivity. Kiousis and McMillan on the other hand approach the problem from the 
viewpoint of perceived interactivity. Perceived interactivity suits excellently for evaluat-
ing concrete features and respondents’ understanding of interactivity. It also allows for 
even wider definition of interactivity, as the respondents’ answers are not tied to a theo-
ry. The downfall is that research setting has a lot to do with the results available. Organ-
izing a perceived interactivity research the way McMillan has done (2002b) would re-
quire laboratory surroundings with a lot of preliminary work and preferably pre-
screening of respondents and so on.  
Kiousis on the other hand builds a hypothetical model for operationalizing perceived 
interactivity. The model consists of four measured dimension, which are (1) proximity, 
(2) sensory activation, (3) perceived speed and (4) telepresence. Proximity is the per-
ceived distance to the other communicator, sensory activation means the amount of 
human senses the interaction activates, perceived speed is measured on the scale which 
the user feels the system or communicator responds and telepresence is the perceived 
sense of presence the interaction establishes compared to diminishing the sense of the 





Durlak (1987) builds up a very complex system of interactivity that operates on the 
levels of hardware, software, tools and people[ware]. The most interesting proposals are 
the ideas of sensory richness and personalization, which for Durlak are features of 
hardware. Sensory richness equals to Kiousis’ sensory activation, where the amount of 
apparatus to activate senses is the key. Personalization resembles Manovich’s properties 
of the new media presented in the previous chapter. 
Perceived interactivity is a tempting road, but for this study unfitting as the data will be 
gathered from interviews with media producers rather than laboratory tests with test 
subjects. Hence something more general is needed in order to evaluate interactivity 
within the cases presented by the respondents. Heeter’s six-dimensional model is used 
as a basis for the definitions presented here, but refined with propositions from McMil-
lan, Kiousis and Durlak. Heeter’s dimensions have been shifted around in order to 
group aspects of interactivity together. Original categorizations by other researchers are 
in brackets. 
1) Sense of presence and transparency (facilitation of interpersonal communication, 
telepresence, transparency) 
Sense of presence and transparency describe the ability of the interaction process to 
diminish the physical reality and higher the sense of (tele)presence. Tele in 
(tele)presence is in brackets because the idea of presence should not be categorically 
restricted to mediated communication. The system is transparent when the audience / 
users lose themselves in the interaction environment. 
2) Engagement (effort users must exert, nature of audience, level of receiver control) 
Engagement is the degree to which the users must exert effort in order to engage in in-
teraction. It also describes the properties of the audience in relation to the current inter-
action process. More engagement needed, more active the users must be. 
3) Personalization (monitoring information use, personalization)  
Personalization measures how well the system or other communicator exercises the 





personalized according to the user’s qualities with the most transparent systems able to 
do this without the user ever having to actively input data. 
4) Media complexity (complexity of choice, sensory activation, sensory richness)  
Media complexity is evaluated by the amount of media and the complexity of the sys-
tem used to achieve the interactive experience. Another dimension of the same aspect is 
sensory richness; which senses or how many do the media that is used activates. Media 
can be anything from computer mediated to live events. Generally, the more complex 
the availability of media and sensory activation, the more integrated the interactive 
communication setting. 
5) Responsiveness (responsiveness, perceived speed, proximity) 
Responsiveness measures the activity and the speed the system or other communicator 
operates while engaging in interaction. The faster the response, the closer is the per-
ceived proximity. Responsiveness can have both social and technological dimensions, 
but it is usually hard-coded into the design of the system. 
6) Information sharing (ease of adding information, content)  
Information sharing refers to the modes of information creation and their distribution. 
Content can be co-created with other users, with the system or alone in a response to 
interaction process. What should be measured is how easy it is to engage into infor-
mation sharing and creation and how close the other communicators are in relation to 
that process. 
The above six-dimensional operationalization can be divided into two main categories. 
(1) Audience engagement: Sense of presence and transparency, engagement and person-
alization are characterized by factors that center on the audience and / or users’ proper-
ties and activity. (2) Media features: Media complexity, responsiveness and information 
sharing are properties of the interactive system and / or mediated environment where 
interactivity occurs. Based on the above operationalization, the following table present-






Figure 3.7 Interactivity operationalized.  
Following Heeter, McMillan and Kiousis, this study adopts a multi-dimensional defini-
tion of interactivity, which stresses the perceived aspects it. Therefore for interactivity 
to occur, it is more important whether it can be argued that the user / audience is able 
perceive the situation to be interactive when in fact there could be very limited possibili-
ties for real interactivity in the strictest sense. This definition also has consequences 
when it comes to the actors of the interaction. Perceived interaction can only be per-
ceived by humans. Hence it should be noted again that the scope of this study is cen-
tered in human-to-human and human-to-system communication. The popular field of 
system-to-system interaction research that prevails especially within the computer sci-
ences does not fit into the range of this study. Nevertheless, the interactions can be me-
diated by a system or even passed from system-to-system. As long as a human node 
exists in the interaction chain, it is valid for this study. 
Information gathered from multiple 
sources broadcasted through multiple 
channels. !
System responds to monitored changes 
in demographics and audience 
preferences."
Co-created information exchange 
through multiple channels.!
Organic convergence of audience and 
media."
Sensory richness and transparency 
through use of multiple media."
Information broadcasted through single 
channel with little variation.!
For example any traditional media."
Single channel interactivity with active 
user participation. "












4 Convergence culture 
Popular definitions of the current era vary across scholars. Some, like Robertson (1990) 
call it the age of information or the whole society as the information society.10 Castells 
(1996), writing a little later than Robertson, calls the current mode of society the net-
work society. His three volume colossal exploration into the information age set the 
basis for discussion for years (1996, 1997, 1998). Castells claims that “in the new, in-
formational mode of development the source of productivity lies in the technology of 
knowledge generation, information processing and symbol communication” (ibid, 17). 
His argument is that the whole world has changed to a production mode where infor-
mation, its circulation and use have become the defining character. Dijk (2006) follows 
down Castells’ road on emphasizing the network aspects of the information age. He 
reminds us though that “networks are as old as humanity” and humans have always 
communicated, forming networks (ibid., 20). It is just that the size, organization, speed 
and character of the information networks today have grown to a magnitude never seen 
before. 
Webster sets the idea of the information society as something profoundly new and revo-
lutionary under scrutiny. He rejects the validity of the whole concept, giving it only 
credit for being a useful tool for analysis (Webster 2002, 263). There is arguably some 
truth in Webster’s reasoning; the network of network society does not reach to all of the 
people of the world and even in the western societies the information gap is a real prob-
lem.  
[T]hose economically and educationally privileged [are] able to extend 
their advantages by access to sophisticated information resources such as 
online databases and advanced computer communications facilities, while 
those towards the bottom of the class system are increasingly swamped by 
… ‘garbage information’ which diverts, amuses and gossips, but offers lit-
tle information value. (Webster 2002, 149.) 
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When it comes to the media, Jenkins (2006) defines the current times as the era of con-
vergence culture. For him, the communication networks are just one dimension of the 
larger convergence of modes. It seems that in the time of the Internet, the old media are 
easily forgotten. Yet they are still very much alive regardless of the fact that the end of 
television, radio and press have been prophesied for the last two decades by every se-
cond scholar. Jenkins also (2004) acknowledges the existence of the information gap. 
He notes that the spread of convergence will be uneven, with the more affluent and 
technologically literate being the early adapters while the rest of the people, nations and 
companies struggle to catch up. Jenkins contends that convergence will lead to consoli-
dation of power and wealth to those, who are able to grasp the change.  
4.1 From old to new convergence 
The discussion about convergence has always been propelled by technological ad-
vancements. Even Pool (1983), the prophet of convergence, quotes what he calls the 
electronic revolution as the driving force behind convergence. Pool, writing in 1983, 
notes that earlier the different technologies were concentrated to different uses. This 
meant that for example printing companies were protected from the competition of 
broadcast systems. Electronic communication, networks and information sent and re-
ceived as data has changed the paradigm. Giants that once held a monopoly over their 
particular business now all compete on the same markets. Although technology to some 
extent was a prerequisite for convergence, the change itself is first of all systemic. It is 
something that is “upsetting the trifurcated system developed over the past two hundred 
years” (Pool 1983, 8).  
There was no technological limitation that would have prevented convergence to hap-
pen a hundred years ago. As Pool puts it: “No law of nature said it had to be that way” 
(1983, 27). Other approaches were tried and in some cases they were successful too, 
like the Budapest’s telephone based news service. Pool argues that there were some 
good reasons for the development, like the cost of use, aptitude and the existence of 
better alternatives for a given application. Then there were also the political and legisla-





media. Broadcasting and postal services, including the telephone in Europe was only a 
business of government institutions. In the U.S. the atmosphere was more open with 
commercial broadcasting companies. Electronic communication and data processing 
was born free of regulations. Pool proposes that the freedom of the electronic revolution 
is what in the end enabled and encouraged the old giants to take a leap on each other’s 
turf.  
Jenkins proposes (2004, 2005) that the old idea of convergence was that all media and 
devices would converge into one, but the new reality is something completely different. 
Cheskin Research explains the difference between the ideas of the old and the new con-
vergence: 
The old idea of convergence was that all devices would converge into one 
central device that did everything for you (à la the universal remote). 
What we are now seeing is the hardware diverging while the content con-
verges ... Your email needs and expectations are different depending on 
whether you're at home, work, school, commuting, the airport, etc., and 
these different devices are designed to suit your needs for accessing con-
tent depending on where you are – your situated context. (Cheskin 2002) 
While Jenkins and Cheskin center on devices and technology, Chon et al. (2003) see the 
history of media convergence as sequences of cross-industry mergers and acquisitions. 
They conceptualize the integration among telecommunications, publishing, broadcast-
ing, cable, film, and computer software and data processing services industries under a 
new business sector of information industries. According to Chon et al. integration be-
tween companies can involve both horizontal and vertical dimensions. Vertical integra-
tion is probably the oldest mode of media integration and often left out of the definition 
of convergence. Vertical integration refers to merger or acquisition of companies at 
different levels of production and distribution process within a media. For example a 
newspaper could acquire its own printing press, press agency and a distribution network 
with newsagents. Horizontal integration on the other hand means combining companies 
on a same production level but across media. For example a television station acquiring 





Jenkins (2005) presents a five-part definition of different convergence processes.  
1) Technological convergence means digitalization of all media, which then allows 
for the free flow of content across and over the traditional boundaries of a medium 
or a channel. 
2) Economic convergence is most easily understood as horizontal integration of media 
companies. It is notable that Jenkins does not include vertical integration as a part of 
his definition of convergence. For example Sanoma Oyj in Finland owns newspa-
pers, magazines, radio stations, television channels and movie theaters. On a vertical 
dimension they also own production companies, printing press and news delivery 
network. 
3) Social or organic convergence is explained by Jenkins as a consumer initiated pro-
cess, where they multitask using many media together at the same time: 
Organic convergence is what occurs when a high schooler is watching 
baseball on a big-screen television, listening to techno on the stereo, 
word-processing a paper and writing e-mail to his friends. It may occur 
inside or outside the box, but ultimately, it occurs within the user's crani-
um. (Jenkins 2005.) 
4) Cultural convergence describes a wider concept of a combination of all the above 
and more. It is the explosion of new forms of creativity in a participatory culture 
where people have the tools and means to archive, annotate, appropriate and recircu-
late content. Cultural convergence is at the roots of user generated content (UCG), 
trans-media storytelling and new kinds of narrative. 
As producers more fully exploit organic convergence, storytellers will use 
each channel to communicate different kinds and levels of narrative in-
formation, using each medium to do what it does best. (Ibid.) 
5) Global convergence to Jenkins is the “global village” where cultural influences 






Within contemporary convergence, there can be seen two different origins of media 
convergence. Jenkins’ technological and economical convergences are examples of a 
top-down corporate-driven process of convergence, while social convergence shows 
how a bottom-up consumer-driven convergence can work. Global and cultural conver-
gences represent both. They wouldn’t exist if the whole process of convergence was not 
bidirectional.  
4.1.1 Top-down convergence 
Media companies are learning how to accelerate the flow of media content 
across delivery channels to expand revenue opportunities, broaden mar-
kets, and reinforce viewer commitment. (Jenkins 2006, 18.) 
The top-down convergence is the way convergence begun. In the 1980’s only a few 
selected people had the access to media and the technologies that enabled consumer 
control. Early two-way cable television trials were an example of a convergence process 
where the consumers had some power, but this power and its uses were controlled from 
the high towers of corporate management. 
Today media companies have had to rethink how they see their customers. This is one 
of the main reasons for adopting convergence modes of production. The companies try 
to satisfy a wide variety of needs and wants of people that have learned to search for the 
content in the format they wish to have it. Jenkins (2006) calls the old consumer isolat-
ed individuals, while the new consumers are more socially connected and active. In the 
time of change many media companies are still struggling to cope with the new expecta-
tions by its audience. In a time when one should be quick and agile the giant conglom-
erates are facing a new reality where small new players can put the whole world on its 
knees. Even a decade ago they would have laughed at a vision of worlds governments 
fearing one small Web site, but today it is business as usual.11 
Top-down convergence is often the convergence of at least attempted control. It is how 
television producers and newspaper editors have always worked. They see themselves 
                                                





as the gatekeepers from the Westley and MacLean’s communication model. When it is 
not controls, the possibilities for user activation and from there on to revenue are vast. 
Jenkins likes to use reality television formats as examples of well executed contempo-
rary convergence. For example the American Idol was receiving more than 20 million 
telephone calls or text messages per episode during the final weeks of its second season 
in 2003.  
Jenkins (2006) also reminds that convergence presents conglomerates with expanded 
opportunities with content that is once proven successful. Convergence of modes offers 
the possibility to spread successful products to other platforms. It is not surprising that 
the American Idol is actually a spin-off of a British show Pop Idol. Including American 
Idol, the Idols format has been sold and produced in 46 countries around the world 
(FremantleMedia 2011). Jenkins lista three main concepts used within the industry to 
describe their efforts of taking advantage of convergence: Extension refers to the efforts 
in expanding the potential markets by moving content across different delivery systems. 
Synergy is the gained economic opportunity in controlling all the manifestations of lat-
ter and franchise is what has been done with Pop Idol – coordination and branding of 
content across new markets. (2006, 19.) 
4.1.2 Bottom-up convergence 
Consumers are learning how to use these different media technologies to 
bring the flow of media more fully under their control and to interact with 
other consumers. (Jenkins 2006, 18.) 
The core of the idea of a bottom-up convergence is that users, participants, consumers, 
audience, whatever you want to call them, create their own content with their own tools, 
mixing and matching the tools and the content the way it best suits their needs. In the 
convergence culture even television watching is beginning to change from being passive 
couch potatoes to active participation. The Idols format is one easy example of numer-
ous available. It is not that the interaction might happen directly with television, but 
through all the other media devices available the way Jenkins described with social or 





device there is to come, are changing the way media is consumed and more precisely; 
where it is consumed. Mobile communications enable never before seen speed of the 
spread of information that is location aware and in a constant flux.12  
The online possibilities and the tools for networking have proved to be able to raise 
nation or even worldwide communities driving their own agenda and being more pow-
erful than media conglomerates or governments. The recent developments around the 
Middle East and the Northern Africa, with governments falling like dominoes, prove the 
power of contemporary communication systems.13 It is not a surprise that China is ea-
gerly ‘protecting’ its citizens from knowing what is happening on the backyard of Eu-
rope. The domino effect would not have begun if a single, relatively small incident in 
Tunisia had not reached the whole nation within hours. 
The examples above are from the dramatic end. On the less dramatic end are the mil-
lions of bloggers, twitterers, amateur and not so amateur video makers, musicians and 
just ordinary people making and creating content out of their everyday life. Some have 
gained success over their conglomerate counterparts, who in turn have often booked the 
new sensations to their roster. At the moment the entertainment industry does not talk 
about much else but a smalltime Finnish company that created a game of catapulting 
angry birds at green pigs. Whether their success story will continue is unknown, but 
they are yet another example of a small player making it big in the networked world, 
where it seems that anything and everything is possible. 
4.1.3 Exploring convergence – the city metaphor 
As was explained in the chapter 3, media convergence naturally promotes interactivity. 
Jenkins’ five-part explication of convergence also shows many interactive elements in 
the process of convergence: free flowing digital media particles, innovative combina-
tions of devices to produce content and participate, global multi-dimensional communi-
cation and new methods of narrative storytelling. The problem here is that it seems even 
too easy to combine convergence and interactivity. Looking at the operationalization of 
                                                
12 ’Flux’ is a term that describes the constant move and flow that is characteristic to the post-modern. 
More information about the term can be found from Hatch (1997: 230). 





interactivity in the end of chapter 3 one can see that the amount of convergence could 
easily be dropped on the vertical axle of the four-fold table. But both convergence and 
interactivity are far more complex, especially when combined together. The global net-
work of information, which is the backbone of the new media technologies has billions 
of nodes. A node being an actor on the network – human, computer, switch, system, you 
name it.  
Castells’ (1996) and Dijk’s (2006) accounts into network society could serve as a good 
starting point for exploring possibilities to use network theory to combine interactivity 
and convergence together. Dijk notes that interaction is an elementary property of a 
network. When the interaction increases or intensifies within a network it leads to more 
variation, which is what we see when convergence increases or intensifies. (Dijk 2006, 
29-31.) 
The problem with network theories is that they are usually a theory of a structure or a 
system. Network theories are not very agile and they are either social or technological 
but not both. So how could such a theory be applied to a concept, whose both parts are 
something in a constant flux, interacting and integrating with each other? One practical 
way to approach a complex network of human and non-human entities is to look at a 
city. Marshall McLuhan, in his epic book Understanding Media (1964), presents the 
idea of a city as the extension of a human body.  
Today, after more than a century of electric technology, we have extended 
our central nervous system itself in global embrace, abolishing both space 
and time. (Ibid., 3.) 
For McLuhan, city was just a starting point, a metaphor that was easily understandable 
at a time when World Wide Web had not been even theorized. It gave the possibility to 
understand both the social and the technical in symbiosis. McLuhan has not been the 
only one to use city as a model. Castells (1992) explored definitions of cities when he 





The [city] is made up of an infrastructure of telecommunications, commu-
nications, urban services and office space, based upon technology and ed-
ucational institutions. It thrives through information-processing and con-
trol functions. (Ibid. 26.) 
More recently, Trappeniers et al. (2008) have done practical research on creating a theo-
retical framework and even a working example of a convergence service, or as they call 
it, a cross-media service, based on the physical city of Amsterdam. Their initial work, 
although recent, is already a little old as similar applications have been developed 
around the world. The applications of today are often called augmented reality. Never-
theless, there is something fascinating about the concept. It is probably still one of the 
most comprehensive practical theorizations. Trappeniers et al. concretized ideas of wire-
less instant interactivity, communication, participation and of course social networking 
all together within limits of the city and the home. They built a complete platform, 
which the users interacted with. The platform was location aware, forwarding the users’ 
requests and interactions to appropriate service provider and then back to the users.  
 
Figure 4.1  Vision of an architecture supporting new ambient media experiences spanning both the 





A platform approach allows us to plug in applications and to offer a 
properly abstracted set of functions like an RFID resolution service, sup-
port for trails and interactivity, and so-called community support for 
groups of people that explore the city together. The city applications, such 
as a tourist trail or a treasure hunt, all share these common enablers, max-
imizing reuse of content and nodalities between the applications. (Trap-
peniers et al. 2008, 5). 
While the city is a great model, combining social and technological aspects of conver-
gence, and as Trappeniers et al.’s example shows a working environment for conceptu-
alizing even complex real world applications, it lacks a definitive theoretical back-
ground applicable to the complexity of the networks today. Trappeniers et al. have pri-
marily taken some interesting new technologies and brought them together. They are 
doing the practical work of media convergence and interactivity, but cannot provide a 
theoretical or methodological basis for the workings of a model. McLuhan on the other 
hand was creating a perfect theory, but it is decades old and Castells’ theories of a city 
were just a preface to the network society. Something more is needed, something that 
takes into account both the capabilities of network theories and the factor of millions of 
active, reactive and interactive heterogeneous animate and inanimate nodes.  
4.2 Towards actor-networks 
Felix Stalder (1997) proposes a theoretical framework called actor-network theory to be 
used for examining heterogeneous networks composed of human and non-human actors. 
The actor-network theory was devised by Michel Callon in 1982 and further developed 
by Bruno Latour and John Law during the 80s and 90s (Law 2008). As the fathers of the 
actor-network theory always emphasize, it is not a theory in the sense that it would try 
to establish a foundational explanation of a given object. Rather, the actor-network the-
ory is a collection of descriptive theorizations of real world assemblages of relations. 
John Law calls actor-networks “a disparate family of material-semiotic tools, sensibili-
ties and methods of analysis that treat everything in a social and natural worlds as a 





142). The power of actor-networks is the ability to combine the opposites. Law de-
scribes the tension within the term itself: 
’Actor-network’. This is the name, a term which embodies a tension. It is 
intentionally oxymoronic, a tension which lies between the centered ‘ac-
tor’ on the one hand and the decentered ‘network’ on the other. In one 
sense the word is thus a way of performing both an elision and difference 
between … ‘agency’ and ‘structure’. (Law 1999, 5.)  
Law notes that although it is possible to describe the actor-network theory in abstract, it 
misses the point because it is not an abstraction but grounded in empirical case studies 
telling stories of how relations are formed (Law 2008, 142). Hence it is somewhat diffi-
cult to describe what actor-networks are without some storytelling. Nevertheless, the 
stories can be approached from key concepts, making the actor-network theory slightly 
easier to understand. Stalder (1997) mapped out the central concepts of the actor-
network theory. They are: actor, network, black box, prescription and intermediary – of 
which the last two are less widely agreed. 
4.2.1 Actor 
An actor is probably the most central innovation of the actor-network theory. Actors are 
both human and non-human “entities that do things” (Latour 1992, 241). In the early 
ages of the actor-network theory it was considered almost revolutionary if not an abom-
ination to incorporate humans and non-human under same definitions. The actor-
network theorists argue that in heterogeneous webs of real world situations it is often 
impossible to distinguish the difference between what is social and what is technologi-
cal. The actors in the actor-network theory do not make a distinction between the quali-
ties of the actors. They can all be as active, powerful and competent regardless of their 
physical, social or other properties. For example a mobile phone is both technological 
and social. It is technological in nature, but designed and made by social actors, hu-
mans. Its use is also highly social, though very much dependent on technological solu-
tions like cell towers and other social actors having another one that is capable receiving 





Callon (1986) tells a story of a study, where he analyzed domestication of scallops and 
fishermen of St Brieuc Bay. Scallop population of St Brieuc Bay had begun to fall and 
marine biologists were trying to develop experimental technology for rearing young 
scallops. The fishermen had agreed to give the researchers peace in their efforts alt-
hough the researchers at the same time were distracting the fishermen’s livelihood. In 
effect, the fishermen had to be domesticated like the scallops. The study is famous for 
using same terms to analyze the scallops and the fishermen. This is called a ‘generalized 
symmetry’ which is an ontological view to the different kinds of actors in the world. 
Scallops, researchers, fishermen, the experimental technology and the market demand 
for scallops, all being actors, created a network of interaction, where every actor was 
thought to be as important for the existence of the network. Without scallops, there 
would not have been a research or fishermen, without fishermen or market demand 
there would not have been the fall of population that required researchers and so on. 
The definition of actor calls for semiotics to be properly understood. Law (2008) in fact 
argues that the whole of the actor-network theory is a collection of semiotic tools. An 
actor is an entity built upon an actant. Latour (1996) describes an actant to be literally 
“anything provided it is granted to be the source of an action.” An actant can be seen as 
Saussure’s signified which naturally leads to the actor being the sign. An actor is the 
acting entity of an actant. In the above story by Callon all of the actors are actors, as 
they act to produce the network. If they did not act, it would be as they would not exist 
and then the network would not exist either. An actant calls for an actor to exist. So 
although an actor is made from an actant, they are interdependent as are the network and 
the actors. But then again, an actant can be anything, physical or imaginary, a text or a 
thought, a human or a machine. 
4.2.2 Network 
A network is naturally the second most important concept of actor-networks. The net-
work in an actor-network is not a physical or a technological concept and neither is it a 
social one. The network in an actor-network is a network of relations of actors. The 
relations can be of physical or social in character. The traditional ideas of network begin 





ent to the network in question. As proposed before, the network in an actor-network is 
mutually constitutive of an actor and a network. Stalder concludes that an “[a]ctor and 
network constantly redefine each other, one is dependent on the other” (1997, 6). The 
embodiment of an actor in a network defines the actor (and the network) further:  
[An actor is a]ny element which bends space around itself, makes other 
elements dependent upon itself and translates their will into a language of 
its own. An actor makes changes in the set of elements and concepts ha-
bitually used to describe the social and the natural worlds. (Callon and 
Latour 1981, 286.) 
It is time for Law to tell a story he wrote in 1986. His tale begins with Columbus dis-
covering the New World in 1492 and the consequential arrival of heavily armed Portu-
guese vessels on the Indian Ocean in 1498. The story asks how was it possible for such 
a small country to generate a network of influence able to gain and maintain a world-
wide imperial control? If one would ask the question from maritime historians they 
would probably talk about innovations in shipbuilding and navigation while conven-
tional history would teach about spices, trade, wealth, military power and Christianity. 
Here is seen the old division of social and technological, but according to the actor-
network theory there is no reason to distinguish these from each other. They are constit-
uents to the same complex network. Law’s answer to the earlier question is “that ships, 
sails, mariners, navigators, stores, spices, winds, currents, astrolabes, stars, guns, ephe-
merides, gifts, merchants’ drafts were all translated into a web” (Law 2008, 7). 
The teaching in Law’s story is that on a structural level, there is no difference in the 
size, large or small, or how influential an actor is within a network, but what relations 
and a position does it / she / he has. Latour (1986) notes that even something as mun-
dane as a door closer has its place and relation in the network and should not be disre-
garded. A door closer not working the way it should at a right – or wrong – moment in 
time and space can have as large effects on the course of history as a great ruler. Actor-





4.2.3 Black box 
A black box contains something, which is considered to be stable. A black box has only 
input and output and the result of both is the only thing that counts. The contents of a 
black box though can be as complicated as any network. In the above tale by Law, ships 
with their whole crew, captain, sails and navigation equipment could be described as 
black boxes. As long as all the actors within the network of the vessel work the way 
they are supposed to and nothing or no-one thrives to rock the stability of the network, it 
can be closed into a black box holding its form and shape constant.  
Stalder (1997, 5) tells a story of law making. While the law is in process of formation, it 
is a complex network of actors, competing and contesting one another. The relations 
between the actors are fluid and open, constantly changing shape.  
Once the legislation has been passed, contested sentences turn into a black 
box, sealing all the elements, however arbitrary they might be, in a fixed 
and stable relationship that cannot be questioned easily. … The stability of 
a black box is influenced by the cost of opening it. (Ibid.) 
The unfortunate incident of Japan’s 2011 earthquake and the following nuclear catas-
trophe in Fukushima nuclear power plant serves as an example of a black box opening 
both literally and metaphorically. Here, nuclear energy production is a black box that 
had since Tsernobyl been put back into a box and sealed so well that it was even possi-
ble in Finland to grant permits to build new nuclear power with the Green Party in the 
government. It took a natural disaster to open the box and raise questions about safety 
and design that had been hidden within. The example here is to also prove that even the 
most solid looking black boxes are not sealed for good. The networks held within are 
still consisted of possibly infinite amount of actors that are supposed to work according 
to a plan. Here again it could take just a door closer malfunctioning to open a box. Or a 
protestor to light himself on fire to begin a domino effect of black boxes opening.14 
Stalder concludes that “[t]he more a box appears to be closed, the more are the networks 
                                                





it includes assumed to be reliable and stable themselves” (ibid.). Hence, after a network 
is sealed into a black box it can be treated as an actor. 
4.2.4 Tools for understanding actor-networks 
Stalder’s (1997) prescription and intermediary are less widely agreed to be held in the 
center of actor-network research. It would be wise to rather call them tools for analyzing 
actor-networks than central concepts. They only appear in this form in the older formu-
lations of the actor-network theories. Nevertheless, they are important in order to under-
stand the way actor-networks are thought to work and form. Recent writings (Law 
2008) on actor-networks talk about more elaborative terms like process and its precari-
ousness, enactment and translation. In the end the terms try to achieve the same end. 
Their function is to act as means. 
A Prescription has, according to Stalder, been “developed to ‘read’ a setting, to under-
stand the constrains and forces which come to bear through a technological artifact, a 
procedure or a scientific discovery” (1997, 7). Again, a story is in place to describe the 
term. Latour (1986) talks about the door closers. He means the devices that are nowa-
days installed everywhere and close doors automatically by electricity or a simple 
spring or pneumatics. A prescription is the encoded properties of the door closer, the 
actor. “Prescription is the moral and ethical dimension of [an actor]” as Latour puts it 
(ibid., 232). To explain this in understandable way, Latour describes how a door closer 
has properties like the strength of the spring, which is translated into the speed and force 
the door closes. This on the other hand counters to the strength needed to open the door. 
In effect, a door closer with a prescription of a very strong spring 
discriminate against very little and very old persons. Also, if there is no 
way to keep them open for good, they discriminate against furniture re-
movers and in general everyone with packages, which usually means, in 
our late capitalist society, working- or lower-middle-class employees. 
(ibid., 234.) 
A prescription is then understood as the properties that can be read from an actor and 





itself the idea of inscription. Inscription is the work of for example an engineer when 
she / he designs the door closer. The door closer is then inscribed with properties that 
can perform action. 
Intermediary provides the link between an actor and a network. It is used to describe 
that which passes between the actors and hence forms a network. Intermediary as a term 
is derived from network theories, where it refers to the means to transform anything. 
Intermediaries do not change the form of the information, matter or what ever it is that 
is passed on in the network. Anything that changes the content of the object being me-
diated is a mediator. Mediator, being an active actant of the network then automatically 
translates into an actor. This makes the concept of intermediary important. Anything 
imposing a change on an object becomes an actor although it would in a general sense 
be understood as a non-active transmitter.  
Intermediaries are the language of the network. Through intermediaries 
actors communicate with one another and that is the way actors translate 
their intentions into other actors. (Stalder 1997, 25.) 
Translation has recently become the most used concept to describe and analyze actor-
networks. It incorporates both the ideas of prescription with inscription and intermediar-
ies with mediators. Translation is the umbrella for any function or action within actor-
networks. The engineer translates his design of a door closer into an actual door closer, 
which then translates its properties into action. The action then translates the door closer 
with its properties into an actor. Translation captures the semiotic relationality of actor-
networks. Law analyzes the word translation and comes to the conclusion that  
translate is to make two words equivalent. But since no two words are 
equivalent, translation also implies betrayal: ‘traduction, trahison’. So 
translation is both about making equivalent, and about shifting.  
(Law 2008, 5.)  
He continues by noting that if a translation is to fail, then a whole web of reality can unravel 
(ibid.). In Callon’s scallop story this happened when on a Christmas Eve the fishermen 





and domesticated temptations anymore. If translation is the fundamental action in actor-
networks, then a failing translation can break up even a stabile, sealed network closed into a 
black box.  
4.3 Operationalizing convergence 
Although the actor-network theory lacks a definitive theoretical construct it offers a lot 
more tools for understanding and analyzing convergence than other approaches. First 
the actor-network theory has to be contextualized within media studies. Turner (2006) 
and Couldry (2008) have explored the use of the actor-network theory within media 
studies. Couldry in a more general sense and Turner in a newsroom environment. 
Turner acknowledges the arrival of the new media technologies and their influence in 
the need of a new theoretical framework to map production and circulation of public 
discourse:  
Actor-network theory (ANT) offers a powerful resource for this project. 
With its habit of blurring the boundaries between the human and the non-
human, ANT brings with it a unique language for naming the new sorts of 
actors, networks and processes emerging in the field of journalism. 
(Turner 2006, 321.) 
Turner suggests that the actor-network theory can be utilized to understand emerging 
new patters of production and consuming that do not fit into the traditional theories and 
models of (mass) media. To Turner, actor-networks are to a large extent political, un-
raveling the politics of the media production. The shortcoming of Turner’s account is 
that he tells just another story. The story is about an independent news agent in a con-
verged media world that is both a consumer and a producer.15 Online interactivity opens 
possibilities for these kinds of agents to thrive. Turner seems to forget that news jour-
nalists have done the same all along. The process just has not been as transparent as 
online journalism today makes possible. Actor-network theory could be easily em-
ployed to expose the relational links behind newsroom actors, dependent on their 
                                                
15 Turner’s example is of Romenesko (http://www.poynter.org/category/latest-news/romenesko/), a Web 





sources of other newsrooms and the translation process that takes place behind the cur-
tain of a newspaper editorial process. 
Couldry on the other hand sets to establish concrete links between the actor-network 
theory and media theory. He notes, as has been noted in this paper before that the actor-
network theory “itself is not a substantial or coherent theory” (Couldry 2008, 94). 
Couldry argues that media poses the actor-network theory with problems and sets limits 
to its applicability (ibid.). He proposes that although the actor-network theory thrives to 
be a complete description of a society, it cannot answer to the necessary questions of 
media studies, like the dynamics of actions or interpretations of networks and their re-
sulting possibilities of action. In a sentence, the actor-network theory has only little to 
say what happens after a network is formed. Couldry is referring to the more traditional 
areas of media studies, where the producers and the audience themselves are of the most 
interest.  
With media convergence though, the main interest is, how new media relates with old, 
what new networks are formed and what are the actors within these networks. It is not 
as much the social but the process, the asymmetries of media distribution and consump-
tion that is of interest. The asymmetries here, according to Couldry, are the distribution 
of symbolic resources, which translate to media power. He credits the actor-network 
theory for providing “the most precise language to formulate how this complex flow” 
(ibid., 98) represents those power relations. Couldry even comes to a conclusion that the 
power relations must have an effect on how both the media users and the producers see 
their possibilities of action, how they interpret the media. Another strength of the actor-
network theory that Couldry recognizes is its ability to interpret the complex horizontal 
networks of contemporary communications including mobile communications. He calls 
this the ‘online liveness’:  
[S]ocial co-presence on a variety of scales from very small groups in cha-
trooms to huge international audiences for breaking news on major web-






Couldry (ibid.) notes that online liveness in new media networks often overlaps with 
traditional liveness of media in television programmes like the Big Brother. For Couldry 
though the online services offered by such programmes is just an alternative outlet for 
material that could have been broadcasted on television. Couldry doubts that the Inter-
net could lead to the fragmentation of a centralized transmission (ibid.). Nevertheless, it 
has been shown many times that the fragmentation is more or less here already. All of a 
sudden the actor-network theory does not seem so limited at all for use in media studies. 
The main dimensions of operationalizing convergence are naturally the actors and the 
network. The dilemma is what are the measured properties of these axles. The main idea 
of actors within an actor-network is their heterogeneity. It makes sense to take this 
property as one of the definitions of the actor dimension. Others are the amount of ac-
tors and their internal complexity.16 Couldry’s notion of centralized and fragmented 
transmissions serves as a perfect tool to measure convergence of networks. The more 
converged media comes, the more fragmented its relations are. Fragmentation naturally 
leads to diversifying of media transmissions, which is what Cheskin and Jenkins pro-
posed earlier for the defining character of the new media and convergence. 
 
Figure 4.2 Convergence operationalized 
                                                
16 An actor can always be a very complex network black boxed. 
Traditional broadcasting networks with 
large heterogeneous audiences!
Converged modes of production within 
very complex networks of relation!
Targeted media broadcast to speciﬁc 
group of audience!
For example specialized magazines!
Converged media used between a 
closed group of actors!













The above figure represents media convergence operationalized into a two-dimensional 
four-fold table. With the four-fold table it is possible to evaluate and compare how con-
verged media networks are. The table does not take a  stance on how actor-
networked a given media network is. It is dubious if such a definition would even be 
possible. Rather, the table uses tools provided by actor-network theory to recognize 
underlying characteristics of media networks and piece out the convergence relations 
between them. It should also be remembered that this model and its examples are purely 






5 Research methods and material 
The very pace of change – both technological and social – poses challenge 
to new media research. In other words, the field is in flux, not so much 
because it is new (indeed, it is at least 20 years old) but because the object 
of study itself and its social contexts have never been – nor are they likely 
to become – stable. (Lievrouw and Livingstone 2002, 10.) 
On top of Lievrouw and Livingstone’s notion, empirical interactivity research is tradi-
tionally done in laboratory environments with controlled designs, sensors tracking phys-
ical conditions and video cameras recording every move the research subjects make. 
Jordan and Henderson advise that “[o]nly electronic recording produces the kind of data 
corpus that allows the close interrogation required for Interaction Analysis” (1995, 39). 
The problem presented in this paper though is far too vast to be covered with a laborato-
ry work. For many parts and ideas presented, the object might not even exist yet. Fur-
thermore it would be nearly impossible to gather the actors of even a small case of me-
dia convergence into a laboratory given that they are understood the way actor-network 
theory suggests. 
5.1 Ethnographic framework 
In their analysis of how interaction research should be conducted, Jordan and Hender-
son tie it to the ethnographic context (ibid. 42). In their research they have used ethno-
graphical fieldwork in conjunction and to support videotaping laboratory settings. 
Christine Hine in her book Virtual Ethnography (Hine 2000) argues that although eth-
nography is the perfect tool for analyzing the networked reality of today, it too must 
change in the face of new technologies. Ethnography, in short, is participatory research 
on humans that thrives to describe the nature of the studied. The product of ethnography 
is usually qualitative data, an interpretation of the research object. The method is not 
limited to qualitative data though; quantitative data can also be collected to support the 
findings. Ethnography is mainly used within social and cultural anthropology, but more 





Rubin et al. (2005) suggest that in communication studies, ethnography can be used to 
describe the social rules of interaction. Such studies often result in a “case study, such 
as a description of the culture among fans in a stadium at sporting events, the language 
used by police officers performing their jobs” (ibid. 231) and so on. On a larger scale 
and more suited to the area of this study, Rubin et al. propose that the case study format 
is suited to study for example public relations campaigns: 
Here problem is already been identified. Looking for behavioral norms 
and regularities, the researcher would observe and describe what the pub-
lic relations practitioner did to solve the problem and then describe the 
consequences of this action. (Ibid.) 
The problem presented in this paper is how to produce interactivity and does media 
convergence have something to do with the equation. The ethnographic method poses 
some problems though. As Hine (2000, 41-43) reminds, ethnography is mainly con-
ducted by participating or observing IN the situations under scrutiny. Hine notes that on 
top of the technological restriction of studying enormous webs of interaction, the “prob-
lems include the authenticity of mediated interaction as material for an ethnographic 
understanding and the choice of appropriate sites to study the [network of interaction] as 
both a culture and a cultural object” (ibid.). Another way to conduct an ethnographic 
research is to interview participants and try to understand the bigger picture through 
these accounts. This approach is better suited to study otherwise too large concepts. The 
respondents can provide an insider look to the process they are describing, saving the 
researcher years of observation.  
[A]n ethnographer of the Internet cannot hope to understand the practices 
of all users, but through their own practices can develop an understanding 
of what it is to be a user. (Ibid., 54.) 
As the basic assumption of this study is that interaction is produced, then the logical 
research subjects would be the producers of interactive media products or formats. To 





force and time not in the reach of this study. Nevertheless it is possible to gain access to 
and interview those producing the new media.  
Interviewing gives us access to the observations of others. Through inter-
viewing we can learn about places we have not been and could not go and 
about settings in which we have not lived. (Weiss 1995, 1.) 
Hine notes that because of the quality of contemporary networks it is futile to reach for 
a holistic understanding of the object (2000, 62-63). However hard the researcher would 
work she / he is only able to partially experience the whole web of interaction. This 
methodological limitation must be remembered when designing the research and ana-
lyzing the results. It is more important to collect quality data from a few respondents 
than trying to harvest vast amounts of irrelevant bits and pieces from everywhere. 
5.1.1 Designing interviews 
There are two main branches of interviewing: survey interviewing and qualitative inter-
viewing. Survey interviewing, sometimes also referred to as quantitative interviewing, 
is done by set questions with often only limited answers. A survey interview can be 
conducted in a free form where the answers are not limited to a given set, but even then 
the method does not allow for follow-up questions to interesting answers. Survey ques-
tions are well suited for gathering vast amounts of data that is to some extent compara-
ble, depending on the more precise model used. To gain more in-depth information, the 
normative format of survey interview has to be abandoned. (Weiss 1995.) 
Interviews that sacrifice uniformity of questioning to achieve fuller devel-
opment of information are properly called qualitative interviews (Ibid., 3). 
Qualitative interview is the norm within ethnographic studies as they seek deeper un-
derstanding than just superficial numerical data on the population studied. Weiss (ibid., 
9-10) lists reasons to choose a qualitative interview over a survey interview: developing 
detailed descriptions, integrating multiple perspectives, describing process, developing 
holistic description, learning how events are interpreted, bridging inter-subjectivities, 





list of reasons most important for this study are the first three. Detailed descriptions are 
important in order to understand the workings of media convergence in action and the 
formation of interactive networks. Multiple perspectives are needed, because the change 
poses different media with different obstacles and possibilities. It is also vital to under-
stand the processes involved because both convergence and interactivity are in a state of 
constant flux, as shown before. All of these reasons support the selection of qualitative 
interview method for this study.  
5.1.2 Interview model 
Two models can be identified for qualitative interviews. These are unstructured and 
semi-structured or themed interview models. Unstructured interviews can also be called 
deep interviews, conversational interviews or open interviews (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 
2000, 45). Unstructured interview model is the most common within clinical studies and 
psychology. It is often so close to conversation that the respondent might not be aware 
of being interviewed (Weiss 1995). 
Semi-structured interviews are on the hand loosely based on a model interview, with 
pre-defined set of questions or themes the interviewee wants to explore. Definitions of 
the semi-structured interview model vary between how structured it is. When some con-
sider the order of the questions to be set, others say that it can vary and even the content 
of the questions can vary according to the situation and the respondent. The common 
denominator for semi-structured interviews is that some parts of the interview have been 
set beforehand while most of it is left open. (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 45.) 
The semi-structured interview was selected to be used in this study for the reason that it 
sets a common framework for all the interviews but leaves enough room for deep un-
derstanding and descriptive accounts from the respondents. The questions or themes for 
the interviews are formed based on the research questions set in the introduction. The 
questions are formed in Finnish as all respondents are supposed to be Finnish speakers 
by mother tongue and preferring Finnish as the language for the interview. Here are the 





1) What kind of tools, solutions or activities have you organized in order to interact 
with the audience and let them access the production process? What media did you 
specifically use? 
2) How were the requirements of different media addressed in the previous examples? 
What requirements did you find and how did you react to them? Was the intention 
to provide the audience with a uniform experience of your media and how did you 
pursue this? 
3) Did you create interaction? Has it provided your media or the audience with added 
value? Which tools or solutions were the most successful both for your media and 
the audience? 
4) What is your vision of the future? Where is your media going in relation to interac-
tivity? What about in relation to other media? On what do you base your decisions 
when making them about future applications? 
 
The interviews should roughly follow the outline set here. The questions are asked in 
the order presented, but do not have to follow the exact wording. The interviews can 
jump back and forth according to the course of the respondents’ answers. However all 
questions should be asked in a form or another during the interview. 
In order to generate more valid answers regarding the relation of interactivity and media 
convergence, the respondents are not asked about convergence directly. It is expected 
that they would address the matter by themselves through accounts and examples. If 
more information is felt to be needed about convergence, the matter is addressed to-
wards the end of the interview in an open form.  
All interviews are recorded using an iPhone with an external microphone and a dedicat-
ed recording application. The recording method is chosen because of the ease of use and 






5.1.3 Selecting respondents 
The respondents are selected to represent the three big ones in traditional media: televi-
sion, radio and the printing press. The desired sum of respondents is set to four to six 
with preference for two respondents per media. For every media the aim is to interview 
persons in a prominent position of production, responsible for making executive deci-
sions on their media. The media are chosen to represent actors that have shown interest 
and been active in developing both interactive content and services / solutions and me-
dia that spans across the traditional boundaries separating different channels. 
The respondents for radio are Sami Tenkanen and Jani Jääskeläinen. They are both 
Heads of Programming at Radio Rock and NRJ respectively. Aleksi Leinonen and Mik-
ko Räisänen are chosen to represent television. Leinonen is Executive Producer at Inter-
active Consumer Business, MTV Media. Räisänen is Executive Producer for Big Broth-
er Finland, produced 2011 by Endemol Finland. The printing press is approached 
through magazines and newspapers. Chief Editor Niina Leino from Olivia, Bonnier 
represents magazines. Newspapers in a broad sense are represented by Sales Manager 
Markus Rauramo from International Advertising, Sanoma News Online Media. 
5.2 Comparative case-studies 
A case-study is a sociological method of analyzing a single or separate examples of a 
class of phenomena. As Rubin et al. noted earlier, case-studies can be derived from in-
terview material. They are often used to answer questions like “how” or “why” and are 
well suited for contemporary circumstances. A case-study is an empirical inquiry where 
the focus of the study is a complex phenomena with no clear content or boundaries. The 
subject of a case-study can have procedural characteristics with many variable interests 
or sources of evidence and theoretical propositions to guide the collection of data analy-
sis. Case-studies can be both qualitative and quantitative. (Yin 1994.) 
In this study the case-studies are qualitative in nature and formed from the interviews. 





interactivity and converged media. The cases are hence formulated based on these rep-
resentations and mapped on the following four-fold table: 
 
Figure 5.1 Comparative case-study model of networks of interaction and media actors 
The above four-fold table serves as the theoretical proposition for the case-studies. It 
has been formed by combining the tables presented earlier for interactivity and conver-
gence. There are no distinct dimensions, but both axles measure both concepts. There-
fore the actual analysis has to be made on the concepts of the original tables before dis-
playing the results on the table above.  
5.3 Methodological limitations 
All qualitative research is criticized for its inability to produce general, theoretical 
knowledge that can be generalized to cover the whole phenomena studied. Earlier it was 
thought that quantitative ‘hard data’ was more valuable than qualitative ‘soft data’. Lat-
er it has been understood that qualitative research can produce so much deeper under-
standing of the studied phenomena that the value of such understanding overcomes the 
limitations of generalization. It should be noted that ethnographers never wanted to cre-
ate a holistic understanding of their research object but rather to be able to grasp a deep 
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and profound understanding of the inner workings at a given time and place. (Hine 
2000.) 
Case-studies as a general method face the same criticism and limitations as any qualita-
tive research. On the other hand, Bent Flyvbjerg raises two very convincing cases for 
case-studies:  
First, the case study produces the type of context dependent knowledge 
that research on learning shows to be necessary to allow people to develop 
from rule-based beginners to virtuoso experts. Second, in the study of 
human affairs, there appears to exist only context dependent knowledge, 
which, thus, presently rules out the possibility of epistemic theoretical 
construction. (Flyvbjerg 2006, 221.) 
In the light of the evidence presented, it must be noted that although with qualitative 
interview and case-study research no generalizable knowledge can be acquired; it is 
dubious if such a knowledge can in any case be collected of the research object in ques-






6 Producing interactivity 
Although social media and the Internet have been blamed for making all the media the 
same (Blåfield 2011), it became apparent through the interviews that different media 
approach interactivity and convergence from different angles. Probably the most repeat-
ed and praised word during the interviews was the content. Especially in radio and tele-
vision, where the mass broadcasting still prevails, the circle of skilled professional pro-
ducers is limited and trials in user-generated content have not been very successful. 
When there is the whole of the Internet to compete with, quality content becomes the 
key word. 
For magazines and newspapers the situation seems more vague. The Internet news jour-
nalism is seriously eating readers from broadsheet newspapers and yellow press. Maga-
zines with specialized readership on the other hand have triumphed. In the fragmented 
and uncertain environment that the Internet is, quality journalism and trusted sources 
still have value when it comes to in-depth articles. Ville Blåfield17 suggests that news-
papers should develop their own reality television in order to be able to compte with the 
Internet (ibid.). 
To be meaningful for young audience the media must be able to react to 
messages from the receiver and mediate them [onwards]. (Ibid.) 
Before analyzing the interviews with the model developed in the previous chapter, a 
more ethnographic view into what it is to produce interactivity in a converged media 
environment is in place. The respondents are grouped here according to the main media 
they represent as it was found out that there were similarities between them. 
6.1 It is a way of life 
For radio the interactivity has been there for decades. But interactivity in the traditional 
sense of call-ins is not for everyone. Sami Tenkanen tells that “Radio Rock has, accord-
                                                





ing to the old definition, a lot less interactivity than many other radio stations” 
(Tenkanen 2011). He explains the reason for this by listener demographics:  
Twenty to forty years old, mainly urban men are probably not the most ac-
tive participants … so we have approached interactivity through new 
channels, like we might not have huge amounts of phone calls on air if 
you count out a couple of specific programmes, but we have, our Face-
book is at the moment the biggest Finnish media on Facebook (ibid.). 
Both Tenkanen and Jani Jääskeläinen (2011) from NRJ raise events and face-to-face 
communication as important mediums to approach the audience on top of the traditional 
listener activation on air and on the Internet through social media and Web pages.  
Jääskeläinen estimates that they have hundreds of thousands of participants on their 
events on a yearly level. The events are anything from a small-scale private live gig by a 
favorite artist at the NRJ studio to ski center tours done during the winter peak season. 
[W]e deploy ourselves in different ways and so that people can take part, 
our consumers can participate in our events and it is really important that 
we come down from our ivory towers, climb all the way down and among 
the people because that is what is wanted more and more today. (Ibid.) 
Tenkanen calls the combination of traditional media, new media and events as a 360 
degree operation. He explains that the concept can be seen from two angles: either the 
radio being in the center with vast amounts of action around it or the listener in the cen-
ter with vast amounts of services around her / him. In the end, according to Tenkanen, it 
is not about making money with all the different media, but serving the audience.  
“[T]oday, they want to be active, they want to be fans and we provide 
them an opportunity to it” (Tenkanen 2011). 
Tenkanen explains that at Radio Rock they have developed different levels of participa-
tion which all take a different amount of effort or investment from the listener. The first 
and easiest level of involvement is liking the Radio Rock fan page on Facebook. Second 





cruise with the Radio Rock crew and the most hard core being the small scale cam-
paigns like the yearly nudity run around the Radio Rock office building. It is interesting 
that Tenkanen sees making branded purchases on the Radio Rock Store as higher level 
of both involvement but also participation that for example winning the shirt for free on 
a contest: 
Radios have traditionally given out a few hundred t-shirts a year and we 
have sold like almost twenty thousand to our listeners. It is completely 
different matter to buy the t-shirt than to receive it for free. It is like, if 
you get a t-shirt then you are a passive receiver. And if you buy it then 
you are an active actor. I think that is the way to do interactivity today. 
(Tenkanen 2011.) 
Tenkanen explains that the levels of participation and the effort required are easily seen 
with the amount of participants. On the Radio Rock Facebook fan page there are almost 
113.000 followers (29.3.2011) with the number growing constantly. While t-shirt sales 
are as quoted above, the cruises takes only 2.500 on board and are always fully booked. 
The nudity run on the other hand attracts only a little over a hundred people. At some 
level it is also about money: the fan page is free while a t-shirt costs twenty euros and a 
cruise one hundred euros. Nudity run is of course free, but there are other obvious ele-
ments that raise the bar to attend. “That’s the way we build the community, like on an 
extremely concrete level” concludes Tenkanen. 
For both Tenkanen and Jääskeläinen the main idea behind all the action and the levels 
of participation is involvement, belongingness and participation – a feeling of commu-
nity with other listeners and the radio itself including the presenters. They both praise 
their hosts for being able to pose as friends to the audience. And the audience apparent-
ly has accepted them, but it has not come by itself: 
The hosts comment on things a lot on Facebook and it is really important 
that.. today it just is not enough for a radio channel that you open a Face-
book account and wish for people to end up there and chat and so on if 





selves. You have to be involved there, commenting on every other matter. 
(Jääskeläinen 2011.) 
At NRJ they have had to teach the audience how to behave online, what is acceptable 
behavior and what is not. Since the beginning the audience has learned the NRJ Face-
book netiquette and follow it today very well. In practice the channel does not have to 
moderate the online discussions at all anymore.  
Tenkanen emphasizes the power of the brand and what that represents to the audience. 
He explains that it defines the model and level of actions they do in order to fulfill the 
audience’s expectations. And they do a lot. The few examples before were just the tip of 
the iceberg. On top Radio Rock has their own annual band competition, where the audi-
ence is encouraged to apply as bands but also as voters. The competition, Radio Rock 
Starba is of course promoted through all the media available. Last year’s winner record-
ed with Radio Rock’s help and has sold almost gold in Finland. Then there are for ex-
ample bus trips to see bands. Tenkanen explains the philosophy behind their actions: 
The core of it condenses all the time, but it all begins with like fifty people 
taking a bus to Lappeenranta to see Kotiteollisuus and I get us some beer 
from a service station. It’s like … not even all of it is cold and then we 
stop to take a leak and everyone lines up in a row. And then we get to 
Lappeenranta and go pick up [the lead singer] who hasn’t got any other 
ride to where the gig is. And this is the core in my mind of the mutual ex-
perience that the audience gets, like “what the fuck is happening. We are 
all the same with these hosts we listen to every day and then we are all the 
same with [the lead singer] who gets on the same bus” and then he takes 
the tickets out of his pocket and gives them to the crowd like “welcome to 
our gig”. (Tenkanen 2011.) 
For Tenkanen it feels like Radio Rock is a way of life. As they put it on their slogan, it 
is an attitude. The example above can of course be accomplished with only a small 
group of people, but the attitude should remain the same what ever you do, reminds 





out. He wants to hold on to that attitude. For example Tenkanen does not want to pub-
lish how big they actually are, because that could devalue the attitude amongst the lis-
teners. For the record, Tenkanen claims the radio to have 750.000 listeners. 
In conclusion it could be said that both radio stations have taken their audience and the 
listener community very seriously. They both go to extremes in order to intensify the 
experience for those who want to take part. Recently Radio Rock asked from their 
80.000 strong Radio Rock Club members if they would like to contribute more to the 
actual content of the radio by writing record reviews, taking photos and writing reviews 
on gigs, surf the net to find interesting news and so on. For the nominal price of a con-
cert ticket every now and then, they got hundreds of applications.  
They want to do the work just to be close to this production but also be-
cause they want to be a part in growing it all. And they feel they get some-
thing from being able to tell their friends they belong to this group of 
twenty people. (Tenkanen 2011.) 
Jääskeläinen is on the same track. He notes that even if the people did not listen to NRJ, 
but when they stray to an NRJ event at a ski center they might feel it is something worth 
belonging to and become audience that way. Jääskeläinen refers to it all “being like in a 
symbiosis” (2011). 
If we scratch your back, they scratch our back. So if we do nice thing for 
them on Facebook, they are very active towards us. (Ibid.) 
Jääskeläinen concludes that the strength of the radio against all the other traditional 
media is that it lives in the moment; radio is always live, the hosts make mistakes and 
that only makes them more approachable.  
As a conclusion, the radio examples shown here get the most credit for hands-on inter-
actions with the audience. For a relatively small media in the sense of production size, 
they reach vast audiences and are able to cater the different levels of participation and 
interaction desired. Tenkanen concludes that not everyone is prepared to invest a lot, but 





community nevertheless. It seems that the feeling of a community and the Rock attitude 
is especially Radio Rock’s strength, reinforcing participatory experiences.  
6.2 Content is the King 
The two respondents for television, Aleksi Leinonen18 from Interactive Consumer Busi-
ness at MTV Media and Mikko Räisänen, the Producer for Big Brother Finland, proved 
to represent surprisingly different angles to the same subject. They both have worked 
with Big Brother and thought of it as the most effective example of interactive televi-
sion around. Yet Leinonen, whose work in the first place is to make money, sees the 
interaction process from a more practical point of view, while Räisänen calls for content 
and participation. 
BB is like the most powerful and finest structure that I have ever got to 
do. Because it has like many different terminals and many different con-
tent products, and yet they all aim at the same goal which is to make what 
happens in the house more interesting … and engaging the community. 
(Räisänen 2011) 
The problem with interaction, according to Leinonen is that “when you want to make 
great interactivity, 99 percent of the people simply do not have the enthusiasm, capacity 
or willingness to do it, so that is the hardest part” (2011). He notes that with Big Brother 
there is something. With Big Brother it works. Leinonen breaks down the interactivity 
in Big Brother to a few main mechanisms; the most important thing, as with any inter-
action according to Leinonen, is the content. And with content the most important part 
is that it has to be something that on an emotional level engages people. Leinonen tells 
about Big Brother season opening: 
The bosses here shout that “there was not enough votes at the first vot-
ing”. And I always say that “hey, the audience have not got to know these. 
Lets wait a couple of weeks and then it will start to happen.” And this is 
how it usually works. They learn to know them. They become friends, alt-
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hough there is the screen in between, “they are my friends and I vote”. 
(Leinonen 2011.) 
From the emotional engagement comes the need to participate and to have an effect on 
the show. Leinonen and Räisänen both argue that if the content, the housemates in a Big 
Brother house would not raise any feelings, there would not be any interaction. Lei-
nonen notes that even this is often not enough. There has to be a clear and strong urge to 
vote and take part. Leinonen gives an example of a text ‘VOTE’ on the screen, but as 
important is how the audience is approached and addressed. He claims that before the 
host did not address the audience as You in the Finnish singular form, the amount of 
interaction was a lot lower. Leinonen tells he learned the trick at a parental meeting of 
his children’s school. The parents were addressed in a singular form, ultimately making 
everyone individuals. Leinonen explains that the shift in addressing pupils happened in 
Finland during the 80s. When he brought this change to Big Brother for the third season 
the increase in voting was noticeable.  
Furthermore it is according to both Räisänen and Leinonen very important that the audi-
ence can see and feel their effect on the show. This can be achieved on many levels, but 
voting according to Leinonen encompasses the concept in its clearest. He notes that for 
example when by an accident the voting situation changes live on air so that the audi-
ence can see the bars physically changing place, the voting action instantly explodes. 
Leinonen explains that more options usually mean more activity. This was shown in the 
case of Big Brother when the voting system was changed to have a possibility for both 
negative and positive voting. 
It was also important that … the positive votes came that you could with 
positive feedback correct the situation with who was going to leave. It 
changed the whole mechanics of voting. (Leinonen 2011.) 
Leinonen calls for the interactivity and participation possibilities to be hard-coded into 
the production. He regrets that usually someone brings him a format and asks for inter-
active elements to be glued on top. Räisänen argues that one of the strengths of Big 





ginning. For Räisänen 360 degrees means all the media that surrounds the core, which 
of course is the house with the housemates inside. He acknowledges that the main me-
dia for Big Brother are the television and the Internet, but argues that the 24/719 works 
as a substitute for radio and the constantly, almost around the clock working online 
news desk as a substitute for a printed paper.  
For Räisänen, there is also another way to literally sketch the interactivity, participation 
and engagement with the Big Brother house. In his sketch the housemate is surrounded 
by growing circles. First there is the house, which has the cameras. That is the closest 
circle anyone, even within the production can ever get. Already on the very first level 
human decisions are made on what is shown to the 24/7, which is the next level. On the 
third level is the daily reality show and the Sunday Talk Show, where yet again more 
decision are made on what is shown and how it is shown. 
 
Figure 6.1 Mikko Räisänen’s sketch of levels of the engagement with Big Brother (digital artwork 
by the author, original sketch by Räisänen 2011) 
For Räisänen, the Big Brother community is one of the strongest aspects of the audience 
engagement in the format:  
                                                
19 24/7 refers to live feed that is broadcasted from the Big Brother house 24/7. It can be accessed through 














It is basic human need, but also for a commercial content creator like a 
condition of existence that you can produce the kind of content that these 
individuals want to belong to a community. … “Like hey, I belong to a 
BB community” which can make the experience meaningful. You can be 
geek in the real world with no status, but you might be a king in the com-
munity. It gives the individuals a positive experiences. (Räisänen 2011.) 
The community of the Big Brother audience in Räisänen’s sketch is a cloud that can 
reach all the way to the level of 24/7 and with the help of all the available online camer-
as even a little further, making their own decisions on what to follow. On the most outer 
ring, overlapping the community hovers other media. The problem, according to 
Räisänen is that the other media often seem to follow the community more than the 
actual content produced by Big Brother, although the community in its tangible form is 
an anonymous online forum where anyone can say what ever they want. 
On a more general level both Räisänen and Leinonen chorus the cost of interactive tele-
vision. In television the interaction always needs to be specifically produced. Nothing is 
given free, quite the opposite. The technology would enable to create truly interactive 
drama for example, but the cost of making one is five times the cost of a regular drama. 
Even the simplest interactions, like text message voting comes dear.  
Usually interactivity takes some sort of a server, it needs administrators, 
needs communications, needs content creators who have thought out the 
interaction… Then it needs someone to oversee that it all happens. Then it 
needs the guy to check that everything works when it comes out, double-
checks, all the communications work and so on. (Leinonen 2011.) 
Leinonen notes that television is quite different than for example the Internet. On the 
Internet you can put a Web site online and check it every now and then, but on televi-
sion the broadcaster is responsible for everything that comes out the second it is sent. 
Leinonen explains that there must be someone checking all the time what goes out, even 





Surprisingly, both Räisänen and Leinonen say that some things that were thought to 
work well and promote participation have proven not to work so well at all. One of such 
concepts is the user-generated content. Leinonen tries to explain the dilemma through 
the Finnish culture: 
In the end Finns don’t really produce any video material, we are more  
like writing people. This is the truth. … Usually people think that they 
have a lot to say, but in the end they don’t. … And if we try to make di-
rected user-generated content it just doesn’t work. (Leinonen 2011.) 
Leinonen thinks that the fact might change in the near future. He sees emerging genera-
tions to be more accustomed to the media environment in the way that they might be 
ready to take part and “make myself into a brand” (Leinonen 2011).  
In conclusion, the content is the king on television. For such large audiences it has to be 
well produced. If it is not, the audience will have better options and they vote instantly 
with their thumbs on the remote control. Interaction and participation become validated 
through content that is able to raise emotions. The audience is not interested in interact-
ing if they do not feel related to the show. But when the connection is there, television is 
extremely powerful tool in creating communities because of its wide reach.  
6.3 Audience becomes producers 
With the printing press though, it seems that the threshold for taking part and making 
your contribution is considerably lower. It might have to do with what Leinonen noted 
earlier; Finns are writers. Both respondents for the printing press, Sales Manager 
Markus Rauramo from Sanoma News and Chief Editor Niina Leino from Olivia Maga-
zine acknowledge the power within reader participation. On a simple level it is the news 
content and especially photo sharing. Rauramo calls this aspect of media participation 
‘crowd sourcing’:  
I believe in crowd sourcing very much, I think that is the thing, because 
that way we get the consumers to be more ready to buy and consume the 





That all of a sudden it is the consumer who is making it. For example the-
se mobile handsets they make every consumer a potential journalist. … [A 
celebrity] passes out in the gutter and you take a picture and in three se-
conds it is at a [yellow press] newsroom and in fifteen minutes on the 
Web for millions to see. It is the speed of things that is unbelievable. 
(Rauramo 2011.) 
Niina Leino explains that it all changed when e-mail appeared. Before the interaction 
happened through letters delivered by hand to the editor. E-mail changed the whole 
interaction process. Leino doubts if any of the old feedback written on pieces of cross-
ruled paper were ever answered, but now she claims to have even long conversations 
through e-mail with some of the people writing feedback. She explains that for a quite 
some time it was just the e-mail, but then came the Internet with discussion forums and 
online communities.  
The moment we tried it, it begun to come more common. … It provides 
the people with a channel to take a stand on the paper. And the feedback 
has gone through it [since the beginning]. That you can send feedback 
through it is like a smaller step to take. (Leino 2011.) 
For Rauramo and Leino it seems natural to talk about the Internet and other media like 
the tablet computers as easy as their main focus, the printed paper. The contrast to tele-
vision and to some extent the radio too, is surprising. Rauramo, working for an umbrella 
organization at Sanoma, paints bigger pictures while Leino is hands-on at how the mag-
azine interacts with its readers. One of the concrete and easy ways Leino describe for 
people to take part and to contribute are online questionnaires and surveys. The results 
are shown visibly on the printed magazine with complete stories built on them. On top 
of the surveys open to every visitor of Olivia’s Web page, they also have an online pan-
el of approximately seven thousand subscribed readers, who they use for more special-
ized or in-depth questionnaires: 
And people answer to it really well… Like we thought that we can’t strain 





they send a message, like “why haven’t I got to answer at all”. (Leino 
2011.) 
Leino claims that when they give the respondents the possibility to write open answers, 
they often receive really long and thought out responses. For Leino it is a sign of a good 
relationship with the readers. They care about the magazine so much that they are ready 
to give thorough feedback. This is where it all approaches the sense of a community and 
belongingness. Leino explains that it all happened almost by an accident. At first there 
was an advertiser driven ideas about events and special happenings, but it soon begun to 
live a life of its own. Leino describes their Olivia’s name day event at the center of Hel-
sinki that has grown to a two day long occasion in the course of the last four years. She 
explains that it gives the readers the possibility to come and interact with the editors and 
the bloggers. She thinks that the readers have a direct channel of feedback and a feeling 
of belongingness: they are taken into do workshops and get photographed for blogs. 
Leino emphasizes honesty in all of the communication with the readers. As an example 
she mentions the feedback printed on the magazine; it has to consist of both positive and 
negative posts. In Leino’s mind it would be very frustrating for a reader to send feed-
back and feel as if no-one is listening. The result, Leino concludes, is that the magazine 
becomes bigger than just a magazine, a community in a sense:  
It is quite strange that often the readers send … they don’t know how to 
phrase it themselves that like this is “more than a magazine, this is like 
Olivia-like” … And I don’t even know what it all means… Of course we 
have in our concept defined that for example the way Olivia speaks is 
“cheerful and frank” … and apparently this comes through in the different 
media so that the audience recognizes it. (Leino 2011.) 
Leino continues that in action the Olivia-like philosophy that they have defined by 
themselves can be seen in the choices they make for article content; there is no animal 
fur or weight loss tips in Olivia. Leino reminds that it is of course easier to accomplish 





Olivia’s case means over 160.000 readers. 20  Yet it is clearly not a media for everyone: 
Olivia had a cross media trial with MTV Media’s21 Helmi Web site but as the audience 
demographic at Helmi was the whole nation, Olivia’s fashion centered content was too 
narrow. 
On Olivias’s own Web site there is one more concrete way for readers to interact with 
the magazine. Olivia has six blogs that the readers can comment and take part to. Leino 
explains that although the blogs live their own lives online, working as both a port to the 
magazine but also to the world of Olivia, ideas and content is sometimes taken to the 
magazine too. Leino believes that the blogs bring in readers who might not otherwise 
approach Olivia.  
Rauramo on the other hand notes that blogs have the power of becoming even bigger 
than traditional media. He gives an example of a Swedish celebrity gossip blog Kissies 
that has two million followers. While Olivia has expanded their repertoire of blogs by 
acquiring already popular blogs, Rauramo reminds that buying off a two million reader 
strong blog would be quite an effort. For Rauramo blogs represent the new era of con-
sumer journalism and a world, where the roles of a producer and the audience are be-
coming interchangeable and vague. Leino on the other hand wants to keep the bloggers 
and professional journalists apart. She notes that online the relationships between read-
ers, bloggers and products and companies blogged about are a lot more loose than on a 
newspaper or a magazine whose editors have journalistic code to follow. Leino holds 
the incorruptible value of the professional journalistic work highly important.  
While Olivia has a well defined audience and self defined philosophy of content, Rau-
ramo’s Sanoma News has the audience of the whole nation. Working on online, it is 
easy for Rauramo to quote concrete numbers of visits, views, participation and sharing. 
According to Rauramo the whole of Sanoma’s online services reach 3,6 million differ-
ent Finns every week. He emphasizes that the number is the net value of actual different 
people. Gross total visits or views are something exponential. The sheer amount of con-
                                                
20 Olivia is a women’s magazine targeted at ”highly educated 30+ women living in larger cities. They 
enjoy fashion, shopping and girl-talk, and almost half of them have children” (Olivia 2011). 





tacts comes with its challenges. Rauramo argues that the consumers still have to be 
treated and served as individuals. Sanoma has utilized various tools to track, collect data 
and personalize both the content and the advertising. Rauramo claims they know exactly 
the demographics of all the visitors and can individualize the experience based on histo-
ry of preferences and estimated interests. Rauramo explains that they even have tools to 
test the estimates, if believed to be incorrect: 
You can make reverse campaigns where you push out an unallocated 
campaign through the system and then you see a report, you can see a lit-
tle better report showing on an average how old clicked this, with what in-
come, what level of education, what interests. … it is  a question of per-
sonal privacy, but if I think about it as a consumer I would rather, if I like 
travelling, to be shown travelling advertising than [something completely 
different]. (Rauramo 2011.) 
Rauramo concludes that with all the online tools available it would be foolish not to 
utilize their power. As the above account shows, he sees the possibilities as a service 
rather than something invading privacy. Rauramo advices for example advertisers to use 
the tools to test the effect of their campaigns with different versions before going and 
broadcasting it on television with big money. 
In conclusion, it is important for even the printing press to come down from their ivory 
towers and mingle with the audience. Seems that every ‘smaller’ media like Olivia or 
Radio Rock are offering something beyond the regular mass audience experience. Leino 
has argued here that it is important for the audience to feel they belong to something. 
Rauramo’s examples on the other hand show that there would be a great amount of tools 
available already for the most elaborative applications if there is will to use them. Audi-
ence participation will be the future, but neither Leino or Rauramo believe that it would 





7 Analysis and the results 
The analysis is initiated by dividing the research material into cases. The case divisions 
are made according to respondents. They are Radio Rock, NRJ, Big Brother, Interactive 
Television Chat, Olivia and Sanoma News.  
7.1 Cases studies 
In chapters 3 and 4 interactivity and convergence were operationalized on a four-fold 
table using a set of main concepts derived from theories. The main concepts can be di-
vided on a table so that every case has a respective empty field for the concept. The 
table used for the analysis is: 














Figure 7.1 Table for analyzing interactivity and convergence 
The table will be filled with numeral values of 1 to 10. Analyzing the properties of the 
cases derived from the interviews will form the values. The lowest value of 1 means 
there cannot be recognized any characteristics of the given concept. The highest value 
of 10 means extreme utilization of the concept in question. The evaluation is not quanti-
tatively valid, but rather a heuristic estimate of the research object. Therefore the results 





not to be treated generalizable. The data is most useful in comparing the different cases 
to each other and recognizing why some get higher points in areas others do not. 
The estimates are counted together and converted to percentages of the possible highest 
score. Fragmentation has a weight value of two times, because it alone represents the 
network axle of convergence. As can be seen, interactivity has a 3:2 advantage on the 
scale. 
7.1.1 Radio Rock 
Radio Rock has built numerous possibilities for the audience to interact with the radio 
and to participate in campaigns and even in the content production. They have estab-
lished many levels of possible participation to suit the needs of the audience. Not all 
want to run naked on the streets but they might buy a t-shirt to “show their colors”. 
If face-to-face communication is thought of as an ideal, then Radio Rock has reached 
the goal. To take part on a cruise, a bus trip or a nudity run with the hosts have to be the 
most interactive experience a media can organize in the classical sense of interactivity. 
It is also, as Tenkanen (2011) puts it, a huge effort for a member of an audience to take 
part on something like the nudity run. Therefore Radio Rock gets a score of eight on the 
sense of presence and transparency and engagement.  
Tenkanen (2011) tells that they have gathered vast amounts of listener data and know 
exactly ‘who’ their listeners are. On top of the standard demographic data, Radio Rock 
monitors purchases made on their online music store and responds to Facebook inquir-
ies. On the personalization concept Radio Rock gets a score of six, because they cannot 
monitor their listeners live or react to demographic changes through any other means 
but making surveys. Their broadcasted content is also always the same for everyone, 
though they claim the audience to be somewhat homogenous in attitudes and prefer-
ences. 
On the media complexity Radio Rock does well, as they utilize almost all the media 
available. Nevertheless there is not very much cooperation with other media in the same 





have a magazine or a television program. Tenkanen considers sharing content over the 
media borders challenging because Radio Rock has a very specific target group. Then 
again, sensory richness is achieved for every sense on the live events. For the media 
complexity Radio Rock scores six. 
The benefit of doing mainly live show is that it responds very fast to input and changes 
in the environment. In that sense Radio Rock comes to the skin and is extremely close 
to the listener. Nevertheless the problems with the mass broadcasting prevail as the 
communication is very much from up to down. For the responsiveness Radio Rock gets 
a score of seven. 
The campaign to involve the audience in the production process brings the level of the 
information sharing up but is restricted by the fact that the opportunity is only available 
to a very limited group of people although there would have been more interested. Then 
again Radio Rock’s Facebook page is an easy and open forum where anyone can partic-
ipate. On top the radio and its hosts are actively engaging on Facebook with the audi-
ence. For the information sharing Radio Rock scores five. 
For the heterogeneity Radio Rock gets a mark of three because of the specific target 
group. The amount of different kind of media does not save the estimate much. The 
volume of the audience though is enormous in Finnish scale and the different media 
used helps to bring the number up to six for amount of actors.  
Although Radio Rock uses many media, it is just a brand controlled by Tenkanen from 
his office. Therefore on fragmentation Radio Rock scores two. 
When the estimates are counted together on the four-fold table axle division and trans-
formed into percentages out of a hundred, Radio Rock gets 62 percent on the Media 
actors dimension and 44 percent on the Networks of interaction. With these results it 






NRJ follows Radio Rock in the sense that its concepts and practical utilizations of me-
dia and interactive elements are very close. They too have live events, where audience is 
able to meet up with the hosts but it is doubtful if they would have to exert as much 
effort as Radio Rock’s nude runners. Hence NRJ scores eight for the sense of presence 
and seven for the engagement. 
At least on the interview there was no reference to anything more than what for example 
Radio Rock does in order to track their audience. More like the opposite – because it 
was not mentioned, it could be thought that the radio itself does not exert too much ef-
fort towards its listeners in the sense of personalization. Hence NRJ gets a score of four 
on personalization. 
On the level of media complexity it has to be acknowledged that NRJ does not have the 
possibility to utilize very many cross media solutions like Radio Rock would have. 
There is no data available for NRJ’s listener base, but it could be guessed that the audi-
ence demographics is probably somewhat wider than Radio Rock’s, although age might 
be a restrictive factor. NRJ scores five on media complexity.  
With the responsiveness NRJ follows Radio Rock’s lead – a six. But on information 
sharing NRJ lacks behind with no methods or plans for them to give the audience possi-
bility to contribute to the production. NRJ does have blogs on their Web site and they 
claim to actively engage in discussion on Facebook. Therefore a mark of four for infor-
mation sharing. 
For heterogeneity NRJ does better than Radio Rock. On their Web site they offer thir-
teen different Web radio channels the online listeners can choose from. This is an obvi-
ous example of trying to broaden the audience base. Otherwise there are not many dif-
ferences to Radio Rock, so it is a solid five. The amount of actors is, as with Radio 
Rock, a six and on fragmentation a two. 
The final numbers for NRJ are 60 percent on the Media actors and 38 percent on the 





fold table but a little left from Radio Rock. The result follows initial expectations that 
could be read from the original four-fold table. 
7.1.3 Big Brother 
Big Brother is supposed to be the praised example of the interactive, converged media. 
It is not just television, but a 360 degree machine that pumps out content to every direc-
tion. But is it in the end anything more than a centralized multimedia format? Räisänen 
(2011) believes in the power of the community in good and in bad: 
I believe the need for the community has always been there. It’s just that 
now it has found like technological applications. … This greatness of so-
cial media that you can expose your stupidity in real time to largest possi-
ble audience. Before when it was done in a village environment only the 
oldies of the village new about your stupidity but now… it can be that 
2.500 friends on a social media know about [it]. (Räisänen 2011.) 
On the sense of presence and transparency Big Brother scores high. The possibility to 
live with the housemates in real time and at the same time to discuss about it online with 
other member of the community is still, after over ten years of production around the 
world, undefeated. Nevertheless Big Brother does not use very many opportunities to 
overcome the physical barrier of the media in between. Of course, one can apply to be-
come a housemate and get more intimately involved with the program than anyone else. 
For the fact that on a theoretical level just about anyone can become a housemate, Big 
Brother gets a score of eight. 
With the engagement there is somewhat the same dilemma as with presence and trans-
parency. It takes a lot of effort to get into the house, but otherwise the participation is 
safe and easy and can be accomplished without leaving the home sofa. On the other 
hand, if Tenkanen’s model of effort is applied to Big Brother, there might be even more 
levels of participation than what Radio Rock has. If a member of the audience wants to 
follow the show 24/7 she / he must buy a subscription, which according to Tenkanen is 





follow the 24/7 all the time in order not to drop off. Big Brother scores nine for the en-
gagement. 
The personalization is a somewhat complex concept with Big Brother. The audience can 
directly affect the show through voting, which then is I a way personalized to match the 
majority preference. Otherwise Big Brother is simply a broadcast of multiple unallocat-
ed streams that react more to what happens in the house than outside of it. On the com-
munity though, every message can create reaction, which can spun into a real chain of 
truly personalized interaction. Big Brother gets a score of seven for the personalization. 
Out of the media covered so far in the cases, Big Brother is definitely the most ad-
vanced on the media complexity. The show can be followed through multiple channels 
with many live tools for participation and interaction – not with the housemates but with 
the other members of the community and to some extent the production too. Räisänen 
claims that although he lies on the most inner circle of his model of the levels of en-
gagement, he does and has to listen to what happens within the community because it is 
the most important part of the production after the housemates. The model helps 
Räisänen to understand the community and the media and their relations to each other 
and the production. Räisänen explains that one can read the level of truth from the mod-
el: the further away from the house, the further is any comment from the reality and the 
truth. For the media complexity, Big Brother scores eight. 
On an online community the responsiveness rate is phenomenal. So it is with television 
voting too. A single user can affect the outcome of a multimillion-euro production and 
see the effect live. Of course the power of a single text message is not a huge one, but it 
is nevertheless an effect. The biggest fans can use hundreds of euros on voting through-
out the season. Another side of responsiveness is proximity. The fact of being able to 
intimately follow the housemates for 24/7 can create a seemingly very close relation-
ship. True, this relationship does not have anything to do with real interactivity, but to 
the fan it might be meaningful. Hence a score of eight for the responsiveness. 
The information sharing is the only aspect of interactivity where Big Brother does not 





audience is usually not let into the actual production. Only in special cases the audience 
might be asked for opinions on something that would affect the actual production. That 
is, counting out the voting of course which can hardly be categorized under information 
sharing. Big Brother scores four for the information sharing. 
For the heterogeneity Big Brother gets high values. The audience is notoriously hetero-
geneous and there are many different media working together on different platforms. 
Even the production end is composed of a some sort of a combination of intentional 
production and a broadcast yourself attitude. The heterogeneity gets a score of eight as 
does the amount of actors. 
Big Brother becomes an intriguing object when considering the fragmentation. On the 
one hand specialized Internet communities are on the very highest level of fragmenta-
tion in the four-fold model but on the other hand Big Brother is produced and controlled 
by definitive group of people. Räisänen though reminds that no one can control the 
community no matter how much they would want to. Then again, if the whole produc-
tion is regarded as a single actor, Big Brother becomes extremely fragmented. Hence a 
score of seven for the fragmentation for Big Brother. 
For the combined result Big Brother does get the highest mark: 80 percent for the Media 
actors and 68 percent for the Networks of interaction. With this result Big Brother situ-
ates itself in the top-right quarter of the four-fold table. The result was somewhat ex-
pected as Big Brother was thought to be the most converged and the most interactive of 
the cases. 
7.1.4 Television Chat 
From Aleksi Leinonen’s interviews the interactive television chat is chosen as a case 
because it is seen to have more interactivity than the other main application he talked 
about, for example voting on shows like Idols or Dancing With the Stars. Of course 
counting out Big Brother as it is already covered through Räisänen’s account. One of 
the most influential and memorable days of Leinonen’s career on interactive television 
has to do with a chat show. It was the day after the first school killings in Finland. Lei-





What happened traumatized the nation heavily, but we made quite a lot of 
money with it, but on the other hand there was this pastoral counseling, so 
we were not the bad guys. [It was like serving the audience] and we got a 
lot of compliments for it. (Leinonen 2011.) 
In an interactive television chat there is usually one or two hosts chatting with the audi-
ence through text messages the audience can send to the studio. On top there can be 
some competitions or other activity to activate the audience. Sometimes there are guests 
like in Father Mitro, but Leinonen notes that they often distract the chat from what is 
important; making money though getting as many text messages as possible. Sense of 
presence and transparency are high with a chat. Audience can take directly part in the 
show by text messages, competitions or voting. With all the different methods the re-
sults are more or less shown live. There is moderation between the audience and the 
screen because of the broadcaster’s legal responsibility of what is shown, but the audi-
ence is aware of the fact. Leinonen argues that the moderation protects both sides. He 
asks who would want to follow the chat if people flood it with profanities. It is probably 
not very easy to lose oneself in the interaction process, but the immediacy and someone 
addressing your individual message does shorten the distance. Hence seven in the pres-
ence and transparency for chat. 
The engagement required from the user to take part is not very high. She / he only needs 
a television and a mobile phone. The price of a euro per message is not overly expen-
sive or otherwise on a level that would qualify for a strenuous effort based on the price. 
Chat gets a three for the engagement. 
The personalization level on the other hand is somewhat high as the host often attends 
individual messages. With no other personalization the score is a four.  
The media on the chat is not a very complex at all. There are only two media, television 
and the mobile telephony and even these two are used in an extremely simple way com-





The responsiveness is considerably high. It is not fully real-time because of the lag that 
moderation inflicts on the process and the fact that the host might not react to your mes-
sage the instant it is shown on screen. Still, the perceived proximity could be regarded 
to be closer than with for example radio. Hence chat gets here a score of seven. 
For the information sharing television chat is actually quite a perfect tool. Not just the 
fact that the host’s talking follows the messages, but also because it can be used to me-
diate messages elsewhere. Leinonen tells (ibid.) that it is common to use television chat 
to send messages to prisons for example. It is also used as a communication medium 
between the gipsy communities in Finland. It could be said that the media has begun to 
live a life of its own outside the scope it was initially produced for. Chat gets a score of 
six on the information sharing. 
For the heterogeneity the chat scores high, being a mass medium. The amount of actors 
though is not very high. First of all there are only a few thousand viewers at maximum. 
Then there are only two media and even the production is done with as little as two or 
three people per show. The same goes with fragmentation. Although there is a hetero-
geneous audience, it is very small and the interaction usually happens within a small 
group of a couple of hundred people who take part. The heterogeneity scores six, the 
amount of actors and the fragmentation two.  
Total numbers for Television Chat are 44 percent for the Media actors and 38 percent 
for the networks of interaction. Television Chat falls just below the line and sets on the 
bottom-left quarter of the four-fold table. This is slightly surprising, as the interactive 
television was initially thought to represent both convergence and interactivity well. 
Then again, the solution used for chat does not utilize the full power of interactive tele-
vision. Quite the opposite – it doesn’t even utilize the full power of television as the 
visual style is very dull in order to show the messages and the instructions on the screen 






For Olivia the face-to-face meetings are the salt of the reader interaction, but the real 
core are the surveys and questionnaires available online for everyone. Some surveys and 
questionnaires are specifically directed to Olivia’s own community of dedicated readers.  
When it comes to the sense of presence and transparency, the printing press is not on a 
very solid land. The face-to-face events help Olivia in this category. Although they 
seem to be highly successful, Leino (2011) notes that it has to be only a small amount of 
the total readership that ever attend the events. Otherwise magazine reading, even online 
blog reading cannot be seen very transparent or feeding the sense of presence. Olivia 
gets a score of five for the sense of presence and transparency.  
The levels of the effort the readers must exert to take part in the events are more likely 
dependent on schedules and where one lives rather than for example monetary value or 
other effort. The same goes with the surveys and questionnaires although Leino empha-
sizes the levels of effort many readers take when writing long open answers. Also on 
the blogs the readers can experience and reinforce their community through comment-
ing. The score for the engagement is four.  
Leino notes that for a target group magazine like Olivia it is the utmost priority to know 
who the readers are. Their goal is to make the perfect magazine for the audience. But a 
magazine is nevertheless a mass medium and in the end not really very personalized. It 
is easier to react to the messages on blogs or through e-mail than on the magazine. 
Leino also emphasizes that they try to respond to all feedback, which is of course per-
sonal interaction. For all the reasons above, Olivia gets a score of three on the personal-
ization. 
The three main mediums Olivia utilize; magazine, online blogs and events do not add 
up to very complex experience. It is true that the events let the audience experience par-
ticipation and sensory richness but it all sounds quite a bit less than the examples with 
radios. On top the paper and the online do not really utilize many other senses than vi-





Helsinki with specials and notes from the editors and a first experiment with tablet 
magazine. Therefore Olivia gets a score of five on the media complexity. 
The responsiveness with the printing press has always been from the slowest end. Let-
ters to the editor can take months to be replied through the paper. As Leino notes, much 
of the feedback are addressed directly back to the sender which makes it in the end ra-
ther correspondence between two people than with the magazine and all the other read-
ers. The blogs help to raise the bar with possibility to fast replies. In the end, the mark 
for the responsiveness is three. 
In the scope of the information sharing there are only the surveys and questionnaires 
that really count and even they are more like gathering data for a research than letting 
the audience to create content. It is the same with the blog commenting – it can hardly 
be thought as creating content. Olivia gets a score of two for the information sharing. 
Although Olivia has quite a few readers, Leino herself emphasizes the common charac-
teristics amongst them. It could be said that the readership of Olivia is fairly homoge-
nous and the editors and bloggers fall to the same category. Hence a score of two for the 
heterogeneity and three for the amount of actors.  
Olivia, as a specialized magazine written for a specialized target group is really not a 
very fragmented media either. Therefore a score of one for the fragmentation. 
For the total score Olivia gets 34 percent for the Media Actors and 24 percent for the 
Networks of interaction. The results yet again follow the initial expectations set by the 
four-fold table. Olivia is situated in the bottom-left quarter for mainly the reason that it 
is a specialized target group media. 
7.1.6 Sanoma News 
The case of Sanoma News is probably the most modern, utilizing tools and applications 
to control and monitor millions after millions of transactions. The reach of the whole of 
Sanoma Online is 85 percent of all the online users in Finland from a three week old to 





There is for example so many advertisement showings, page loads that it 
is insane. … It is like when I first came in I was like what the … can this 
really be like this? (Rauramo 2011.) 
The case is defined here to delimit to Sanoma News Finland, which covers only the 
newspaper publishing of Sanoma Corporation in Finland whereas Sanoma Online is an 
umbrella organization spanning the whole of Sanoma Corporation. This choice is made 
in order to have at least some ability to comprehend the size of the research object. 
As an example of the printing press, Sanoma News is burdened with the same problems 
as Olivia. In the world of basic Web browsing and commenting without heavy commu-
nity building and the printing press, there is surprisingly little sense of presence, not to 
mention that the media would become transparent. With Sanoma News this is height-
ened, as the object is so huge that an average reader sending feedback is surely not get-
ting responses the way Leino promises to do with Olivia. Also, the editors for Sanoma 
News seldom come and meet and mingle with people the way Olivia has done. For the-
se reasons Sanoma News gets a score of three for the sense of presence and transparen-
cy. 
There is a minimal effort a user must exert to engage with Sanoma News. Because it is 
everywhere, one is bound to run into it by accident if by nothing else. Sanoma News has 
many services where it for example encourages people to send in news and photos. The-
se have been made as easy as possible to access. It is crowd sourcing, as Rauramo calls 
it. It is an asset to the corporation, not to the people no matter what Rauramo says about 
the emancipation of the consumers. Sanoma News gets a score of four for the engage-
ment because there still are different tools to be used to engage. 
On the personalization level Sanoma is in the forefront. Especially online they know 
exactly who you are and you are served as such. The end result is a highly sophisticated 
system that can respond to even the slightest change in the reader’s preferences. It can 
sniff the change from what the reader reads. Rauramo explains that for example they 
have a tool that understands symbolic relations between words. So if you read an article 





gets an eight. If the object would have been ‘just’ Sanoma Online, then the score would 
have probably been ten. 
Sanoma News is also quite complex just because of the sheer size of the whole. Basical-
ly it is comprised of only Web pages and newspapers, but there are so many of them. 
On top they use content across media boundaries. For example the new iPad version of 
Ilta-Sanomat will have news videos produced by Nelonen. On the media complexity 
Sanoma News scores a seven. 
The responsiveness of Sanoma News is a little bit of a two-edged sword. On the other 
hand the online system responds instantaneously, but the newspapers then are huge bu-
reaucratic giants not very agile at all. It could also be argued that although the online 
system is agile it feels distant because of its size. Therefore a score of six.  
When it comes to the information sharing, newspapers have been the pioneers of it from 
the very beginning as shown in the history section of this paper. But it can take days for 
letters to the editor to appear on the newspaper and text message sections have replaced 
some them. The text messages are usually published right on the next day’s paper. It is 
debatable how much those very short messages actually take from letters to the editors 
as the discussion on the text message sections often ravels around fairly trivial matters. 
Then there is the crowd sourcing, but as acknowledged before for a very large corpora-
tion it can be argued to represent merely an asset rather than giving the audience a pos-
sibility to participate in the real editorial work. Sanoma News gets a score of six be-
cause the tools are still there no matter what an academic might think of their real value. 
The audience of something the size of Sanoma News can be said to be extremely heter-
ogeneous. The production end therefore has to be able to cater for all the tastes out 
there. For  the heterogeneity Sanoma News scores nine and for the amount of actors 
eight. 
Although Sanoma News is huge and one could think of it as extremely fragmented, it 





where it has always been and the crowd sourcing is just another outlet of the news con-
tent. The score for fragmentation is then five. 
In the end Sanoma News scores surprisingly high. The percentage for the Media actors 
is 64 and for the Networks of interaction 58. The scores for Sanoma News are a small 
surprise, but when broken down they make sense. Sanoma News is situated in the same 
top-right quarter as Big Brother, though not quite as far. The online interactivity and 
highly converged media credit the results for Sanoma News. 
7.2 Combining results 
The combined results of the analysis can be seen on the figure 7.2. The conceptual di-
mensions of the four-fold table are distinguished by a different shade of the background. 
In the figure 7.3 the results are plotted on the four-fold table, showing how they situate 
in relation to each other and the quarters. 
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Figure 7.3 Results plotted on the four-fold table 
As noted in the analysis, there were some surprises and some expected results. NRJ, 
Radio Rock and Television Chat all group together approximately in the same area. The 
immediacy and possibility to cater for mass audiences in a personalized way raise the 
Television Chat almost to the level of the radios, which have many more media at their 
disposal.  
Sanoma News and Big Brother group together on the top-right corner with the most 
advanced tools for interaction and heavily converged media production. Initially Sano-
ma News’ score was a small surprise, but when compared to the results of Big Brother 
that is in the end just one production reaching around million people at the very maxi-
mum, Sanoma News could have been thought to get even better results. The strength of 
the model is shown in the fact that it can respond to different kinds on interaction and 
convergence. Sanoma News did get some very low scores, but then on the other scales 
measured high with the end results adding up to a score that got it to the top-right quar-
ter. 
Olivia is left alone on the bottom-left quarter, which was expected. The restrictions of 
the printed media in relation to interactivity are still there. The response times are slow 
and especially with specialized magazines the audience homogeneous. The result does 




















not make the value of the media any less than of the other examples here, but shows that 
there are differences on the levels of convergence and the interactivity needed to be 
successful in a chosen field. Niche media will most certainly always situate itself on the 
bottom end of the table although the market can still be vast. 
7.2.1 Successes in producing interactivity 
From the analysis some successes can be drawn. One of the clear winners are the live 
events and the hand-on interaction. Although these are often catered for only the smaller 
audiences, the remaining mass can also enjoy the results and have a feeling of belong-
ingness. On the NRJ case they organized very small scale private concerts at their own 
studio and draw the audience from Web and Facebook. The actual concerts were then 
broadcasted live to all the other listeners. 
Another success story is Big Brother in general. It shows that when the content is some-
thing that really initiates emotions and hooks the audience, there are possibilities for 
enormous heterogeneous affection. It does not hurt to have a channel that can take the 
audience to the core of the production and even give them tools to choose themselves 
what they want to follow, bypassing most of the production in between. These techno-
logical tools are available to almost anyone and they themselves are relatively inexpen-
sive, but the production costs in personnel and actors on the drama side are enormous, 
which is apparently the main reason why there are not many competitors for Big Broth-
er. 
The last success story is the digital tracking and personalization tools used by Sanoma. 
Rauramo’s examples of size and power of the technology and the audience are breath-
taking. The possibilities with such a set of tools seem unlimited, but the real value of 
them is measured on the participation. If used only to increase advertising value the 
result is pretty shallow, whereas there would be possibilities to think outside the box 
and use the tools to emancipate the audience in completely new ways with only imagi-





7.2.2 Flaws in producing interactivity 
The main flaws in producing interactivity follow the main successes. The digital tools 
of Sanoma, as proposed before, are vast and powerful but if used only for marketing fall 
short from anything really revolutionary. Also Big Brother would get a lot more points 
if it would really enable the audience to participate in the production – for example by 
selecting tasks to the house, choosing live compositions that could be shown to other 
viewers or even taking part in actions done in the house. For the last the obvious flaw 
with most examples of live events is the restricted participant count. Of course, it would 
be nearly impossible for a host to have a personal chat with everyone from a 750.000 
people audience. 
As can be seen, the main flaw in producing interactivity is the inability or unwillingness 
to harness the full potential of the tools available. Radio Rock would have at their dis-
posal numerous media but they choose to do everything themselves. The argument here 
is intentionally somewhat saturated in order to bring up possible improvements. In real 
life there are many other limitations to the possibilities. One is of course production 
costs, but another one is for example the brand value or the quality of the content. To 
give the audience the freedom to produce what ever they want and then broadcast that to 
the whole nation might not be the best idea – and as Räisänen and Leinonen note im-
possible because for some reason the user generated content has never really worked. It 
might just be that the amateur content looks like amateur content. Tenkanen on the other 
hand was concerned on the brand value; if any of the production is given in the hands of 
someone not as close to the media, the end result may devalue something that has been 
carefully built over the years. 
7.3 Future production trends 
The respondents were asked how they see the future. As expected, it is really hard to 
foresee into the future and therefore most of the respondents kindly refused to make any 





7.3.1 Sell all television networks! 
Tenkanen does not see any major threats in the future of the radio. He explains that it is 
because of the production model of the media: 
I do radio here not some … FM signal! … To me it is completely insignif-
icant whether one listens to the radio through like the Internet. And what 
will wake people up is that anyone can put a radio on the Internet and you 
can listen to it wirelessly all the time. … The listener is not interested in 
what the device is called that brings the thing to his ears. The main thing 
is what the material is that is broadcasted. What is the content. 
(Teknkanen 2011.) 
Tenkanen also concludes that if he would own a television network, he would sell it off 
as quickly as he could – and buy a production company. He argues that for example the 
radio is not a channel, it is the content, the hosts, all the creative work behind the end 
product. That is the program. At the same time on television networks they choose, buy 
and then just push the stuff out of their tube.  
Therefore… the production … does not have to change in radio. Distribu-
tion channels and tools and technology will live on, but the fundamental is 
that you want to listen to things made by people. (Tenkanen 2011.) 
In conclusion Tenkanen does not see radio to change much when observed from the 
production end. Of course there will be more interaction and channels to connect with 
the audience, but in his argument the core will remain intact. Olivia’s Leino is on the 
same track with Tenkanen. She thinks that the magazines will stay more or less as they 
are, because the readers want to feel the paper in their hands. Leino concludes that in the 
future the tablets for example will most certainly capture some of the market share, but 
it will only be parallel to the printed magazine. She ponders that tablets could have a 
bigger market share abroad and on travel when the printed version is harder to get or to 
carry along.  
While Tenkanen and Leino feel comfortable, Rauramo lays some hard prophesies on the 





within three years. In ten years the big broadsheet newspapers will only print paper on 
weekends and after the baby boomer’s generation retires even they will stop printing. 
Everything will be digital, concludes Rauramo. He raises one interesting question about 
printing, its ecology; how come everything is still printed on paper and at the same time 
people demand greener values? Rauramo suggests that this flaw in the current thinking 
could also promote the digitalization in the future.  
7.3.2 Co-created content 
Olivia has developed a new format for crafting the magazine in the future. They will be 
trialing a concept called Open Olivia22, where the whole content of the magazine is co-
created with the audience.  
We have created a process, which enables the readers to … give ideas, re-
fine them and choose them. I believe this will be a regular thing. … So we 
do think deeply about how to get the readers to genuinely participate. … 
And I see that it is the next step in development. (Leino 2011.) 
If the Open Olvia concept would have been taken into the initial evaluation of Olivia, its 
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Figure 7.4 Olivia’s hypothetical score and position with Open Olivia  
                                                
22 The concept and its name are trade secrets of Olivia and will not be published until August 2011. It is 
requested, that this knowledge is to be kept confidential until Open Olivia is publicized. 




















Without going into too much detail as there is not much information available while the 
concept is still under development, the figure 7.4 shows how Olivia with Open Olivia 
could hypothetically situate on the four-fold table. The real end result would depend on 
the actual operation and the functionalities available. Nevertheless it is an interesting 
proposition that will see daylight in the very near future. 
7.3.3 Interactive remote control versus convergence of technology 
Aleksi Leinonen and Markus Rauramo propose almost the opposite directions of media 
convergence. While Leinonen suggests that there will be many different devices but 
they could be linked closer together, Rauramo sees the future to hold only one device 
with maybe little extensions like an earpiece for telephony and a connection kit to a 
larger screen when desired. 
Leinonen’s proposition in concrete could be a form of a remote control that can be used 
with a television show. The device would be for example a tablet computer or a smart 
phone logged into a dedicated Web site. The show itself would be produced and broad-
casted as any regular show, but the viewer could interact with other elements like extra 
information or scenes not shown on the actual program. 
You click on it when the show begins and you get the content that is tied 
to the day’s show, theme and everything. And behind it is naturally that 
you could easily buy [products related to the show]. Or [a character in the 
show] gets a text message, which is never shown to the viewers. And it 
reads there … on your remote. (Leinonen 2011.) 
Leinonen’s example would mean that the interaction and participation would be re-
quired to write in the script from the beginning. According to Leinonen it is a big step 
for the script writers and production companies to take, but that it could work. He con-
cludes that before everyone thought everything would end up in television, but in the 






Rauramo’s proposition is more like a wish than a real prophecy for the future. He wish-
es that all the content would be on a single, tablet like machine that is easy and fun to 
use but is also suited for work and serious entertainment. In Rauramo’s dream case 
there would be a dock at work and another one at home, both connected to bigger 
screens and perhaps with an external keyboard. His device would also be telephone and 
a communication device; there would be just a small earpiece to put in the ear and you 
would be able to make phone calls. Rauramo proposes that the device could be foldable 
so that it would be small enough to put into a pocket, but still with a large enough 






8 Conclusions and discussion 
This paper has presented a rocky road from cave drawings to Big Brother. The purpose 
of the journey has been to examine and evaluate how interactivity is produced in con-
verging media environments. The original hypothesis was that more convergence would 
equal to more interactivity. As it has been seen throughout this paper, convergence in 
itself almost requires interactivity and on the other hand interactivity is often impossible 
without convergence. They are intertwined. Of course there are different levels of both 
and for example not all that is perceived to be interactive by the audience fulfill even the 
minimal theoretical requirements for interactivity. If this work would have followed the 
guidance of Sheizaf Rafaeli (1981) there would probably have been very little interac-
tion to study. But Rafaeli extended his hand towards the mass communication by offer-
ing the term participant.  
Modern interactivity, especially when approached from the viewpoint of the traditional 
mass media, is easiest to be described as participation. In Finland – and it can be with 
some confidence said that elsewhere too – the word interactive has become somewhat 
of a curse. The producers like to talk about participatory rather than interactive media. 
But participation is really not interactivity at all, if we ask Rafaeli. Participation is al-
ways something that happens with the guidance of someone else. Participation is pro-
duced. Rafaeli (1981) noted that for interactivity to happen the roles of the sender and 
the receiver have to be interchangeable at any time. In a produced environment it very 
rarely is so. Hence this study adapted a somewhat wider and a softer definition of inter-
activity. The definition of interactivity that was developed admitted that there are many 
dimensions to the object at hand and was able to recognize two main ones; the level of 
audience engagement and the media features.  
Convergence was in the end analyzed with the help of the actor-network theory, which 
enabled the conceptualization of the networks of relations with human and non-human 
actors. Without actor-networks combining interactivity and convergence would have 
been difficult and superficial, ruling out many situations where the networks of interac-





showed that even little interactivity quickly adds up when media convergence combines 
different levels and modes or production together in unforeseen ways. So for the main 
question of this study the answer is yes, convergence does equal more interactivity and 
audience participation.  
8.1 Main results 
In place of the old local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we 
have intercourse in every direction, universal inter-dependence of nations. 
And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The intellectual 
creations of individual nations become common property. National one-
sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and 
from the numerous national and local literatures, there arises a world liter-
ature. (Marx and Engels 1848/1969, 103) 
As Marx and Engels provocatively prophesied, intellectual creations should have be-
come common property. Mikko Räisänen, the Executive Producer for Big Brother Fin-
land noted in the interview that the single most problematic obstacle he has ran into 
during almost twenty years of interactive production are copyright laws. “Copyrights 
should be banned by law” grunts Räisänen (2011). The digitalization of media has 
opened the door to easy sharing of content, but mainly large multinational corporations 
still fight back. Interactivity, participation and user generated content scare the con-
glomerates that are used to holding everything firmly in an iron grip. Still, each one of 
the respondents of this study thought that interactivity and participation had added the 
value of their media for the company and for the audience. 
Interestingly, the most effective tools of interaction as declared by the respondents were 
those that are thousands, if not millions of years old – the tools of face-to-face interac-
tion. They were concretely utilized by half of the case studies. The face-to-face ideal 
leads to another finding; not all the members of the audience desire the same amount of 
participation and interaction. Some are happy to just be bystanders. Tenkanen (2011) 





not want to contribute themselves. In a community there are always more and less ac-
tive participants, yet the community exists only if all the members feel belongingness.  
While face-to-face interaction is definitely the most effective way to create participation 
and sensory-rich experiences, the case studies showed that advanced media convergence 
and digital tools can create interaction on a level beyond a small group having fun to-
gether. It is of course semantics what is really valuable and what is not, but with the 
definitions and models developed in this study, Big Brother and Sanoma News achieved 
highest scores on the total amount of interaction. The sheer volume available combined 
with sensory-rich media environment providing at its best almost endless amounts of 
communication channels just are unbeatable. Yet, there would not be any interaction if 
the content, the objects of interaction were not produced to the highest standards, inspir-
ing deep emotions. 
Content leads to the second interesting finding of the study. Most of the producers were 
not at all worried about future as long as their core competence is held high. The same 
was applied to the present. Some technological restrictions were recognized, but main 
sentiment was that the technology was an enabler rather than a restrictor. A common 
notion among the respondents was that it should be the content that drives the develop-
ment, not the technology. And not all new technology should be adopted right away 
however cool it might seem. As Räisänen puts it: 
Content creators don’t know anything about what the engineers tinker and 
ponder. Engineers have made up some application and then it is thrown at 
the content creator’s face. Then we have a look like “what the hell is this, 
what can we do with this”, when it should go so that the content creator 
has a need for a new tool that could easily create more interaction and 
then give that to the engineer. (Räisänen 2011.) 
In the analysis it was found out that many media had a lot more media and tools at their 
disposal, but they deliberately chose not to use them. Consequently, deliberations were 





did not. Hence, convergence alone was and is not a value. Rather it seems to be a result 
of solution driven thinking. 
8.2 Suggestions for future producers 
As the respondents all noted, it is hard to make strong propositions about the future. 
Participation and co-creation are the terms of the future and they will continue to search 
for a shape. There are already more possibilities than what can be sensibly utilized with-
in any one production. The producer should look for solutions that suit her / his produc-
tion and use them. Co-creation and emancipation of the audience will most definitely 
rise to the forefront, but it is wise to remember that not everyone wants to participate 
with hundred percent. The production should have levels of interaction and participa-
tion, which the audience can choose from. Community building will be one of the 
strongest ideals of the future media creators. If a production achieves in creating one 
and serving it well, it will have a winning concept in its hands. 
On a technological level, tracking and personalization tools like the ones used by 
Sanoma News could be used and applied more widely in order to create tailored experi-
ences. Nevertheless the audience should be credited for what it is, not just looked as 
numbers on a tracking report. What ever the tool is, it should be used for the audience, 
not for the media or the producer. 
8.3 Discussion 
This study has proved that interactivity is an extremely multi-faceted concept that is 
very hard to grasp. The world is full of definitions and the one presented here is but one. 
It should be remembered though that most of the more extensive definitions found were 
fairly old with some being from the times before widespread use of the Internet or even 
personal computers. This study follows the tradition of theoretical interaction research 
set in motion by Rafaeli, continued by Heeter and more recently extensively contributed 
by McMillan with her fellow researchers. If a more empirical study on concrete interac-
tions were to be done based on the tools developed in this study, it is believed that 





convergence and actor-network research this study hopes to anchor itself with Law and 
Callon and their empirical research. However it is acknowledged that there is no colos-
sal story told here of the actors and networks but rather an attempt to operationalize 
them into more usable concepts. As a continuing development on a long line of re-
search, it is believed that this study can offer tools and definitions to be used in future 
research of both interactivity and media convergence. 
The research material was not the most extensive one for such a complicated subject, 
but it did provide adequate and sufficiently in-depth results when driven through the 
developed models. Quantitative usage / audience data on the cases would have helped 
the analysis. Some methodological limitations can be recognized in the research data. 
First of all there was only one female respondent. Secondly half of the respondents were 
known beforehand by the interviewer, which can also have some effect on the gathered 
results. On the other hand, it might not have been as easy to get such an in-depth inter-
view or an interview at all from some of the respondents if they were not acquainted 
before. It proved to be somewhat difficult to gather respondents in the first place. Third-
ly, the interviews were done while the theory was still in progress. It was found out that 
the further in the theory the paper was, the less open and curious the interviews were 
felt to develop, as more knowledge of the research object was accumulated.  
An interesting methodological finding was done in the interviews of Aleksi Leinonen. 
The initial interview was thought to be corrupted with no sound so a new interview was 
organized. On the second interview it was felt that not as much relevant data in the 
scope of this study was gathered, but at the same time the interview went to a somewhat 
deeper discussion level, towards a more open interview model. The result was that the 
respondent opened himself up more and the data gathered begun to have ethnographic 
qualities. As a future proposition, it would be good to organize two or more interviews 
per respondent in order to gather deeper data about what it really is to be a producer in a 
converged media environment. 
The models on the other hand worked well with the collected data and every interview 





between quarters fulfilled through the application of the models on the research data. 
Even so that the models were able to show the interactive properties in a system that on 
a first glance was thought not to be the most interactive – this of course being the 
Sanoma News case. The study was able to work out answers to the original questions 
set in the introduction. It was for example found out that the respondents did not see 
major requisites to be taken into account with different media although this was the 
presupposition.  
Further on, it would be interesting to be able to use the models for a more in-depth 
analysis with quantitative data to support qualitative findings. Even an audience survey 
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Appendix I - 
Respondent selection and interview process 
All prospective respondents were approached first by e-mail and later by telephone if no 
answer was received. The e-mail followed a set form with some modifications to allow 
taking into account the media approached. The following e-mail (translated from Finn-
ish to English by the author) was sent to Sami Tenkanen and Osku Nurmi at Radio 
Rock: 
Hello! 
I am writing a master’s thesis for Communication at the University of 
Helsinki about producing interactivity in a multimedia environment. My 
hypothesis is that interactivity is mainly produced, and in the center are 
the decisions and solutions that enable interaction between media and its 
audience. I am trying to resolve and open up the used forms of production 
and to evaluate their operation and effectiveness. Secondly it is important 
for my work to find out future trends and visions. The desire is to be able 
to produce suggestions and solutions for the production of more interac-
tive media. 
For the thesis I am trying to interview people working in executive posi-
tions in different media who would have to offer both knowledge and vi-
sions of future about their media. I would hope to be able to interview ei-
ther one of you, as Rock’s morning show’s different campaigns and the 
use of social media have impressed me. 
Would either one of you have time for a 1-2 hour chat with me about the 








For radio the desired respondents were Radio Rock’s Sami Tenkanen or Osku Nurmi 
and Voice’s Jussi Suvanto. Voice and Radio Rock were chosen because they both had 
done extensive work with productions crossing media boundaries. They were also 
thought to be two of the most listened to channels and therefore would have a box seat 
view over the media field. Voice’s Head of Programming Jussi Suvanto was the firs one 
to answer the e-mail regretting that he was too busy to be able to take part but suggested 
Jani Jääskeläinen, the Head of Programming for NRJ Finland. An e-mail was sent to 
Jääskeläinen, to which he answered promptly agreeing to the interview. Sami Tenkanen, 
the Head of Programming for Radio Rock was approached by telephone after a week of 
not receiving an answer to the e-mail sent and agreed to the interview. 
For television the respondents sought were Executive Producer Aleksi Leinonen work-
ing for Interactive Television department at MTV Media and Executive Producer Mikko 
Räisänen from Big Brother Finland. MTV Media Interactive was chosen for their pio-
neering history in interactive television in Finland. Big Brother Finland on the other 
hand was a natural selection as it is the biggest and most converged format being pro-
duced. Both were approached by e-mail with Aleksi Leinonen answering promptly and 
promising to take part in the research. Unfortunately the first recording with Aleksi 
Leinonen was thought to be corrupted so another interview was arranged to make up. 
Mikko Räisänen was approached by telephone after he apparently did not receive the e-
mail. He agreed to an interview, becoming the first respondent to be interviewed. It 
should be noted that both respondents are acquaintances of the author and therefore 
perhaps agreed to an interview more easily than others.  
The respondents for the printing press proved to be the most difficult to reach. It was 
decided that there should be a respondent from either of the largest yellow press papers 
because of their tight competition setting and groundbreaking history on the Internet. 
Other respondent to represent printing press was sought from periodical magazines. An 
e-mail was first sent to the whole executive staff of Iltalehti and Satu Koivisto, the 
Chief Editor of Demi, a magazine for teenagers. Koivisto replied promptly, regretting 





weeks later. Therefore Nina Leino, the Chief Editor for Olivia magazine was ap-
proached by telephone and she agreed to an interview. 
While there was no answer from Iltalehti, Kaius Niemi, the Chief Editor for Ilta-
Sanomat, was approached by e-mail and telephone. Niemi answered a phone call prom-
ising to be available for an interview, but was then never reached by a telephone call 
again. He did answer a text message, postponing the answer and was finally left out 
because of apparent difficulty to arrange a meeting. Instead, by a freak of an accident it 
was found out that an acquaintance of the author worked as a Sales Manager for Sano-
ma News, being responsible for evaluating and designing overarching online advertising 
for the whole Sanoma News corporation. Markus Rauramo was hence chosen to be the 
second representative for printing press.  
All other interviews but Rauramo were done at the respondents’ work place. Leinonen 
had reserved a meeting room, while others took the interviewer into their own office. 
Rauramo was interviewed at the University of Helsinki’s learning center Alexandria 
because of a weekend date. The only opportunity for Rauramo to take part in the inter-
view within the given two weeks was a Saturday. 
All interviews were done in Finnish. All quotes in this paper are translated by the author 
into English. Original Finnish transcripts are made available on request. 
 
